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ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTIFICATION  OF  A  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
REPORT  FOR  A  PROPOSED  13-UNlT  RESIDENTIAL  DEVELOPMENT,  LOCATED  AT  300  ULLOA 
STREET,  NORTH  SIDE,  IMMEDIATELY  WEST  OF  WAITHMAN  WAY  IN  THE  WEST  PORTAL  AREA 
OF  SAN  FRANCISCO. 

MOVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  (hereinafter 
"Commission")  hereby  CERTIFIES  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
identified  as  case  file  No.  y0.079E,  300  Ulloa  Street,  13-Unit  Residential 
Development  (hereinafter  "Project")  based  upon  the  following  findings: 

1)    The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  acting  through  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  (hereinafter  "Department")  fulfilled  all  procedural  requirements 
of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (Cal.  Pub.  Res.  Code  Section  21000 
et  seq.,  hereinafter  "CEQA"),  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Cal.  Admin.  Code 
TitTe~14,  Section  15000  et.  seq.,  (hereinafter  "CEQA  Guidelines")  and  Chapter 
31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  (hereinafter  "Chapter  31"). 

a.  The  Department  published  a  Preliminary  Negative  Declaration  for  a 
residential  care  facility.  Case  No.  87.399E,  and  provided  public  notice  of 
that  determination  by  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  on 
April  29,  1988,  amended  May  23  and  July  1,  1988.    Upon  appeal  of  that  Negative 
Declaration,  the  City  Planning  Commission  required  the  preparation  of  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (hereinafter  "EIR").    On  June  30,  1989,  the 
Department  published  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (hereinafter 
"DEIR").    The  Department  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing  on  the  DEIR,  on 
August  3,  1989  and  accepted  comments  on  the  DEIR  from  June  30,  1989  to  August 
3,  1989. 

b.  The  project  sponsor  subsequently  withdrew  the  application  for  a 
residential  care  facility  and,  on  February  12,  1990,  filed  a  new  application 
for  Conditional  Use  authorization  to  construct  13,  single-family  dwelling 
units  on  the  site.  Case  No.  90.079EC. 

c.  On  Novemoer  29,  1990,  the  Department  published  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (hereinafter  "DEIR")  for  the  13-unit  residential  development  and 
provided  puolic  notice  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  of  the 
availaoility  of  the  DEIR  for  public  review  and  comment  and  of  the  date  and 
time  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  public  hearing  on  the  DEIR;  this  notice 
was  mailed  to  the  Department's  list  of  persons  requesting  such  notice. 

d.  Notices  of 'avai 1 abi 1 ity  of  the  DEIR  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the 
public  hearing  were  ported  near  the  project  site  by  Department  staff  on,  or 
about  December  3,  1990. 

e.  On  November  29,  1990,  copies  of  the  DEIR  were  mailed  or  otherwise 
delivered  to  a  list  of  persons  requesting  it,  to  those  noted  on  the 
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distribution  list  in  the  DEIR,  to  adjacent  property  owners,  and  to  government 
agencies,  the  latter  both  directly  and  through  the  State  Clearinghouse. 

f.    Notice  of  Completion  was  filed  with  the  State  Secretary  of  Resources 
via  the  State  Clearinghouse  on  November  29,  1990. 

2)  The  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing  on  said  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  on  January  10,  1991,  at  which  opportunity  for 
public  comment  was  given,  and  public  comment  was  received  on  the  DEIR.  The 
period  for  acceptance  of  written  comments  ended  January  10,  1991. 

3)  The  Department  prepared  responses  to  comments  on  environmental  issues 
received  at  the  public  hearing  and  in  writing  during  the  42-day  public  review 
period  for  the  DEIR,  prepared  revisions  to  the  text  of  the  DEIR  in  response  to 
comments  received  or  based  on  additional  information  that  became  available 
during  the  public  review  period,  and  corrected  errors  in  the  DEIR.  This 
material  was  presented  in  a  "Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses," 
published  on  May  3,  1991,  was  distributed  to  the  Commission  and  to  all  parties 
who  commented  on  the  DEIR,  and  was  available  to  others  upon  request  at 
Department  offices. 

4)  A  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department, 
consisting  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  any  consultations  and 
comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional  information  that 
became  available,  and  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  all  as  required  by 
law. 

5)  Project  Environmental  Impact  Report  files  have  been  made  available  for 
review  by  the  Commission  and  the  public,  and  these  files  are  part  of  the 
record  before  the  Commission. 

6)  On  May  16,  1991,  the  Commission  reviewed  and  considered  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the 
procedures  through  which  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  prepared, 
publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions  of  CEQA,  the  CEQA 
Guidelines  and  Chapter  31. 

7)  The  City  Planning  Commission  hereby  does  find  that  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  concerning  File  No.  90.079E:  300  Ulloa  Street,  is  adequate, 
accurate  and  objective,  and  that  the  Summary  of  Comments,  and  Responses 
contains  no  significant  revisions  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
and  hereby  does  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report  in  compliance  with  CEQA  and  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

8)  The  Commission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  said  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report,  hereby  does  find  that  the  project  described  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  will  have  no  project-specific  or  cumulative 
significant  effects  on  the  environment. 
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1  hereoy  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  at  its  regular  meeting  of  May  16,  1991. 

Linda  Avery 
Secretary 

AYES:  Commissioners  Boldridge,  Hu,  Morales,  Karasick  and  Sewel 1 

NOES:  None 


ABSENT: 


Commissioners  Bierman  and  Engmann 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 


A.  BACKGROUND  TO  THIS  EIR 

An  environmental  evaluation  application  for  a  120-bedroom  residential  care  facility  was  filed  by  the  project 
sponsor  on  June  23,  1987  (Case  No.  87.399E).  A  preliminary  Negative  Declaration  was  published  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  April  29,  1988,  and  amended.  May  23  and  July  1 , 1988  (see  Appendix  A,  page  A-4). 
Upon  appeal  of  that  Negative  Declaration,  in  July,  1988,  the  City  Planning  Commission  required  the  preparation 
and  identified  the  scope  of  an  EIR  on  that  project.  In  June,  1989,  a  Draft  EIR  (DEIR)  on  that  project  was 
published,  and  In  August,  1989,  the  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  public  hearing  on  the  DEIR  and  received 
written  comments. 

The  project  sponsor  subsequently  withdrew  the  residential  care  facility  application  and  on  February  12,  1990 
filed  an  application  for  a  Conditional  Use  pennit  to  build  13  single-family  detached  housing  units  on  the  site. 
This  is  the  currently  proposed  project  analyzed  in  this  EIR.  The  1989  DEIR  assessed  potential  effects  on  the 
environment  in  the  areas  of  geologic,  transportation,  noise,  visual,  open  space,  and  population  impacts  for  the 
prior  residential  care  facility  project.  This  EIR  addresses  the  same  specific  issues  for  the  currently 
proposed  project  and  considered  comments  on  the  1989  DEIR  relevant  to  this  project  during  preparation.  Not  all 
of  the  impacts  presented  in  the  EIR  are  physical  environmental  effects  as  defined  by  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Non-physical  effects  are  included  for  informational  purposes  only. 
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II.  Summary 


II.  SUMMARY 

A.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  site  is  a  143,600  square-foot  site,  long-abandoned  rock  quarry  (Assessor's  Block  2876,  Lot  7)  located  north 
of  Ulloa  Street,  west  of  Walthman  Way  (one  block  north  of  Portola  Drive).  The  site  consists  of  a  graded  bench, 
partly  developed  with  the  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene,  and  a  steep  hillside  which  extends  uphill  (northwest) 
to  Edgehill  Way.  The  site  is  zoned  RH-1(D)  (Single-Family  Detached)  and  is  surrounded  by  single-family 
development  on  the  north,  south,  and  east.  It  is  contiguous  to  City-owned  open  space  on  the  west. 

The  proposed  project  is  to  subdivide  the  site  into  residential  lots  and  build  13  single-family  homes,  create 
a  commonly-owned  open  space  parcel  covering  the  site  access  road  and  steep  hillside,  and  retain  the  existing 
church.  Access  would  be  provided  from  Ulloa  Street,  as  at  present,  and  would  include  a  private  roadway 
extending  to  a  cul-de-sac  near  the  western  site  boundary. 

Housing  units  would  be  three  stories  with  maximum  heights  of  35  feet.  Units  would  be  set  back  about  34  feet 
from  a  hillside  retaining  wall  on  the  north,  about  15  to  32  feet  from  the  southem  properly  line,  1 0  feet  from 
the  western  property  line,  and  about  50  feet  from  the  church. 

Two  off-street  parking  spaces  would  be  provided  in  the  garage  of  each  unit,  and  seven  on-street  spaces  would  be 
provided  across  from  the  homes  in  street  "bulbs".  Another  new  40  on-site  spaces  would  be  provided  for  the 
church,  including  18  spaces  in  a  designated  parking  area  and  22  spaces  on  the  main  access  road;  these  would 
replace  40  spaces  used  by  the  church  which  the  project  would  eliminate.  Thus,  there  would  be  a  total  of  73 
spaces  (33  net  new  spaces)  with  the  project. 

The  project  would  stabilize  the  slope  above  the  homesites  and  would  renrrave  loose  and  weak  rocks,  boulders,  and 
rubble  (about  4,500  cubic  yards  plus  another  1,500  cubic  yards  on  the  bench),  remove  about  112  trees  (15  on  the 
hillside  and  97  below  the  bench),  reshape  the  crest  of  the  slope,  install  rock  bolts  and  wire  mesh,  build  a  5- 
to  12-foot  high  catchment  and  retaining  wall  at  the  new  toe  of  the  slope,  and  plant  landscaping.  Maintenance 
of  the  slope  in  the  future  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  homeowners'  association. 

Project  constmction  is  expected  to  take  about  14  months  and  would  cost  about  $4,400,000.  The  project  is 
proposed  as  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD)  under  Section  304  of  the  City  Planning  Code  and  would  require 
Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  City  Planning  Commission. 
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B.   ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

GEOLOGY  (Pages  45-54) 

Without  stabilization,  the  site's  hillside  would  weather  and  ravel  gradually  overtime.  In  addition,  more 
rapid  landslides  and  rockfalls  could  occur  following  periods  of  intense  rainfall  or  moderate  to  strong  seismic 
events.  These  natural  processes  would  be  expected  with  or  without  site  development  unless  hillside 
stabilization  and  other  protective  measures  were  made.  Excavation  for  development  without  implementation  of 
slope  stabilization  measures  could  increase  instability  of  existing  slopes.  Such  measures  would  not  preclude 
future  rockfalls  from  occurring  or  eliminate  the  natural  geotechnical  processes  from  continuing  on  the  site. 
Instead,  measures  designed  to  accommodate  rockfalls  and  sloughing/raveling  would  minimize  the  hazards  from 
slope  instability.  Geotechnical  consultants  differ  on  whether  slope  instability  on  the  site  is  deep-seated  or 
surticial  in  nature,  specific  elements  to  be  required  in  a  mitigation  program,  and  design  details  of  those 
elements. 

TRANSPORTATION  (Pages  54-60) 

Construction  impacts  associated  with  the  project  would  consist  of  truck  trips  and  construction  worker  vehicle 
trips  during  the  14-month  construction  period.  Slope  stabilization  would  involve  removal  of  approximately 
4,500  cubic  yards  of  rock  and  soil  and  would  require  about  860  truck  trips  during  the  initial  one-month  period. 
As  many  as  30  truck  trips  could  be  made  per  day  (15  to  the  site  empty  and  15  from  the  site  full).  Site 
improvement  and  home  development  would  involve  removal  of  approximately  1 ,500  cubic  yards  more  of  rock  and 
soil,  primarily  from  utility  trenches,  which  would  require  a  maximum  of  10  truck  trips  to  and  10  trips  from  the 
site  per  day  for  about  four  weeks. 

The  project  would  generate  about  130  daily  one-way  vehicle  trips  (trip-ends)  and  about  14  vehicle  trips  during 
the  peak  afternoon  traffic  hour  which  would  occur  between  4:15  and  5:15  PM.  The  peak  hour  of  the  project  would 
roughly  correspond  with  the  PM  peak  period  (between  4:45  and  6:15  PM)  of  other  surrounding  streets  (Portola 
Drive  and  Laguna  Honda  Boulevard).  The  project  peak  would  be  later  than  that  for  the  200-block  of  Ulloa  Street 
(between  2:00  and  3:30  PM). 

About  25%  of  inbound  traffic  to  the  site  would  be  expected  to  use  Ulloa  Street  west  of  the  site  with  75%  of  the 
inbound  traffic  using  Waithman  Way;  45%  of  outbound  traffic  leaving  the  site  would  be  expected  to  use  Ulloa 
Street  east  of  the  site  with  55%  using  Waithman  Way. 

Project  generated  traffic  would  not  change  the  existing  (1987-1988)  or  future  (1997)  levels  of  service  (LOS)  at 
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the  Portola  Drive-Laguna  Honda  Boulevard,  Portola  Drive-Miraloma-Mame,  or  Portola  Drive-Kensington  Way 
intersections  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  The  project  would  increase  the  volume/capacity  (V/C)  ratio  by  0.01  at 
the  Portola  Drive-Laguna  Honda  Boulevard  intersection.  Because  this  increase  is  less  than  present  daily 
traffic  fluctuations,  it  is  not  likely  to  be  noticeable.  Using  the  TIRE  methodology  (Traffic  Infusion  in  a 
Residential  Environment),  it  is  estimated  that  project  traffic  impacts  would  not  be  noticeable  on  residential 
streets,  since  the  index  value  would  increase  by  0.02  on  the  200-block  of  Ulloa  Street:  index  changes  of  less 
than  0.1 0  are  not  considered  noticeable. 

The  proposed  project  and  existing  church  would  generate  combined  parking  demand  of  42  to  56  parking  spaces  on 
an  average  Sunday,  the  peak  parking  demand  for  the  project  vicinity.  The  project  would  provide  26  spaces  for 
residents,  7  additional  spaces  along  the  access  road,  and  40  spaces  for  the  church,  for  a  total  of  73  on-site 
parking  spaces,  a  surplus  of  about  17  spaces  compared  to  demand  on  an  average  Sunday. 

The  project  would  not  be  expected  to  have  a  noticeable  impact  on  tnjck  access. 

NOISE  (Pages  60-64) 

Noise  levels  would  be  generated  during  project  construction  within  a  5-  to  10-dBA  range  of  75  to  80  dBA  when 
several  pieces  of  equipment  are  used.  These  noise  levels  would  interfere  with  conversations  inside  and  outside 
nearby  homes.  Maximum  instantaneous  noise  levels  would  be  expected  to  reach  80  to  85  dBA  in  the  rear  yards  of 
homes  located  on  the  north  side  of  Ulloa  Street,  70  to  75  dBA  outside  homes  on  Rockwood  Court,  and  75  to  80  dBA 
outside  the  nearest  homes  on  Edgehill  Way.  Construction  tmcks  would  generate  an  average  noise  level  of  50  to 
55  dBA  and  a  maximum  noise  level  of  about  80  dBA  outside  homes  on  streets  used  by  these  vehicles  -  similar  to 
the  noise  levels  generated  by  buses  and  tmcks  on  nearby  streets. 

During  operation,  project-generated  traffic  would  increase  noise  levels  by  less  than  one  decibel  on  local 
streets  and  by  about  one  decibel  at  the  facade  of  320  Ulloa  Street  (the  home  nearest  to  the  site  driveway). 

URBAN  DESIGN  (Pages  64-69) 

The  site  is  visible  from  many  locations  on  or  near  Portola  Drive,  including  the  developed  residential 
neighborhood  located  on  the  lower  elevations  of  Mount  Davidson  to  the  southeast.  It  is  not  visible  from  public 
open  space  areas  on  top  or  the  non-forested  grasslands  of  Mount  Davidson  (unobstructed  views  of  surrounding 
neighborhoods  are  possible  from  the  latter). 

The  project  would  introduce  development  to  the  undeveloped  part  of  the  site,  and  the  proposed  smgle-family 
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units  would  be  visible  from  many  locations.  Bare  slopes  would  be  visible  after  trees  and  rocks/soil  are 
removed  for  stabilization.  Rock  bolts  and  wire  mesh  installed  on  the  hillside  would  be  visible  from  some  on- 
and  off-site  locations  nearby  but  not  from  farther  distant  locations.  About  1 12  trees  would  be  removed. 
Landscaping  planted  on  the  site  would  not  match  the  size  of  trees  cut  down  by  the  project,  approximately  two- 
thirds  of  which  are  under  six  inches  in  diameter  and  are  considered  to  be  immature  (younger  than  15  years  old), 
but  proposed  landscaping  would  mature  gradually,  according  to  the  species  used,  planting  techniques,  and 
maintenance. 

OPEN  SPACE  (Page  69) 

The  project  site  is  adjacent  to  unimproved  open  space  under  City  Recreation  and  Park  Department  jurisdiction. 
The  project  would  provide  public  access  to  the  open  space  via  a  sidewalk  from  Ulloa  Street  along  the  site's 
private  main  access  roadway. 

POPULATION  (Page  69) 

Project  implementation  would  result  in  a  maximum  of  about  50  temporary  construction  workers  on-site  at  any  one 
time  and  would  introduce  about  50  permanent  residents  upon  completion  and  full  occupancy. 

C.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

No  significant  project-specific  or  cumulative  impacts  have  been  identified,  and,  therefore,  no  mitigation 
measures  would  be  needed.  Several  features  are  included  in  the  project  to  reduce  or  eliminate  possible 
geotechnical  impacts.  In  addition,  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  (BBI)  would  review  final  building  plans, 
geotechnical  studies  prepared  for  the  project,  and  slope  stabilization  measures.  The  BBI  would  require  that 
additional  site-specific  reports  be  prepared  in  conjunction  with  permit  applications,  as  needed.  In  addition, 
the  BBI  has  the  right  to  impose  additional  measures,  as  necessary. 

D.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

ALTERNATIVES  NOT  INCLUDED 


No  alternative  site  analysis  was  conducted  for  this  EIR  for  a  number  of  reasons.  The  project  would  be  infill 
development,  similar  to  many  housing  proposals  in  San  Francisco.  The  project  site  would  be  difficult  to 
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develop  due  to  geotechnical  constraints  and  is  also  similar  to  many  housing  opportunity  sites  in  the  City  with 
geotechnical  constraints.  If  an  alternative  site  were  chosen  to  develop  with  housing  as  proposed  by  the 
project,  the  300  Ulloa  Street  site  would  remain  vacant  (as  in  the  No  Project  Alternative)  and  would  continue  to 
be  subject  to  rockfalls  and  raveling.  It  would  be  speculative  to  choose  an  alternative  site  from  among  the 
vacant  sites  in  the  City  zoned  for  residential  use,  which  the  Department  of  City  Planning  estimates  could 
accommodate  about  1,500  units.  The  Department  estimates  there  are  about  580  acres  of  undeveloped  and 
underdeveloped  land  suitable  for  housing  development  throughout  the  City,  not  all  of  which  is  currently  zoned 
for  residential  development. 

ALTERNATIVE  A  --  NO  PROJECT 

This  alternative  would  not  change  the  project  site.  No  new  development  would  take  place,  and  no  slope 
stabilization  measures  would  be  implemented.  The  existing  church  would  continue  to  function  as  at  present. 
This  alternative  would  allow  the  site  to  remain  vacant  for  other  potential  uses  in  the  future. 

ALTERNATIVE  B  -  120-UNIT  RESIDENTIAL  CARE  FACILITY 

Alternative  B  would  result  in  development  of  a  93,660  square-foot  residential  care  facility  containing  a 
maximum  of  120  bedrooms,  accommodating  about  140  residents  at  full  occupancy,  and  26  employees.  The  building 
would  consist  of  2  to  4  stories  over  parking  with  an  average  height  of  30.5  feet  (maximum  of  40  feet).  Off- 
street  parking  would  be  provided  for  61  cars  (21  project  spaces  and  40  church  spaces).  This  alternative  would 
be  exposed  to  the  same  geotechnical  conditions  as  the  project  and  would  require  similar  slope  stabilization 
measures.  The  building  under  this  alternative  would  be  located  closer  to  a  retaining  wall  at  the  new  toe  of 
the  hillside  (set  back  10  feet)  than  project  homes  (34  feet).  This  alternative  would  generate  about  200  one- 
way vehicle  trips  per  day  (54%  more  than  the  project),  36  of  which  would  be  made  during  the  peak  period  of  2:00 
to  3:30  PM  which  corresponds  to  the  peak  period  at  St.  Brendan's  School  in  the  200-block  of  Ulloa  Street. 
Traffic  and  construction  noise  generated  by  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  that  for  the  project,  except 
that  implementation  of  this  alternative  would  last  two  to  four  months  longer  than  the  project;  therefore, 
construction  noise  would  continue  over  a  longer  period.  Rooftop  mechanical  equipment  needed  for  this 
alternative  would  introduce  a  new  source  of  noise  on  the  site;  noise  levels  generated  would  be  audible  at  off- 
site  locations  but  would  be  masked  by  traffic  noise  except  during  late  night  and  early  morning. 

ALTERNATIVE  C  --  31  DWELLING  UNITS,  SINGLE  FAMILY  RESIDENTIAL 

Alternative  C  would  result  in  site  development  with  31  single-family  homes  in  accordance  with  Planned  Unit 
Development  (PUD)  zoning  provisions,  consisting  of  28  attached  dwellings  with  access  from  Ulloa  Street  and  3 


II.  Summary 


detached  dwellings  fronting  on  Edgehlll  Way.  The  attached  units  would  be  1 ,500  square  feet  in  size  and  four 
stories  with  three  bedrooms  each  and  two  units  built  per  lot  while  detached  units  would  be  2,500  square  feet  in 
size  and  four  stories  with  four  to  five  bedrooms  each.  Slope  stabilization  of  the  site  would  consist  of  the 
following  measures:  building  an  underpinning  wall  along  Edgehill  Way  which  would  consist  of  drilled,  cast-in- 
place  concrete  piers  connected  by  a  reinforced  concrete  grade  beam  and  tied  back  across  the  road;  scaling  loose 
rocks  off  the  prominent  bedrock  outcrop  and  installing  rock  bolts  and  wire  mesh  below  the  underpinning  wall 
(only  mesh  would  be  draped  over  the  rock  cliff  west  of  the  wall);  flattening  the  overhanging  or  steep  slopes  in 
the  western  portion  of  the  site;  and  building  a  six-  to  eight-foot-high  reinforced  concrete  catchment  wall  at 
the  toe  of  the  major  slope.  This  slope  stabilization  program  would  be  more  extensive  than  the  program  proposed 
for  the  project  because  it  would  include  an  underpinning  system  which  would  be  required  to  support  Edgehill  Way 
to  permit  residential  construction  along  that  street.  This  alternative  would  generate  an  estimated  240  average 
weekday  trip  ends  of  which  about  210  daily  trips  would  be  made  from  development  on  the  bench  (compared  to  130 
daily  trips  with  the  project)  and  about  27  to  30  additional  daily  vehicle  trips  would  be  added  to  Edgehill  Way. 
The  latter  trips  generated  from  the  3  detached  units  would  increase  the  TIRE  Index  number  of  the  area  adjacent 
to  the  project  site  on  Edgehill  Way  by  slightly  more  than  0.10,  which  is  above  the  threshold  of  noticeability. 
Alternative  C  would  generate  about  24  trips  during  the  PM  peak  hour  (4:15  to  5:15  PM).  Construction  of 
Alternative  C  development  would  take  a  similar  anrount  of  time  as  the  project,  but  development-generated  noise 
would  not  differ  from  the  levels  expected  with  the  project.  Development  on  Edgehill  Way  primarily  would  occur 
out  of  the  line-of-sight  of  existing  Edgehill  Way  homes.  Traffic-generated  noise  levels  would  be  similar  to 
those  of  the  project. 

Residential  development  of  Alternative  C  would  appear  similar  in  character  with  surrounding  residential 
development  but  would  not  necessarily  appear  to  be  a  visually  logical  extension  of  the  neighborhood.  The 
resulting  horizontal  band  of  attached  units  would  appear  to  be  a  continuous,  unbroken  mass;  detached  units  on 
Edgehill  Way  could  be  prominent  visually. 
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III.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

A.  PROJECT  SPONSOR'S  OBJECTIVES 

The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  subdivide  Lot  7  in  Assessor's  Block  2876  into  15  lots  and  build  13  single- 
family  detached  homes.  The  subdivision  would  create  a  separate,  approximately  18,000  square-foot  lot  for  the 
existing  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene.  The  proposed  project  would  not  alter  the  existing  7,700-square  foot 
church.  The  remaining  125,600  square  feet  of  site  area  would  be  subdivided  into  13  lots  for  construction  of 
single-family  homes  and  1  lot  to  be  owned  by  a  homeowners'  association  which  would  consist  of  an  access  road 
and  common  open  space. 

B.  PROJECT  LOCATION 

The  project  site,  Lot  7  in  Assessor's  Block  2876,  is  approximately  3.3  acres  (143,600  square  feet)  and 
irregularly-shaped.  The  site  is  located  on  the  north  side  of  Ulloa  Street,  immediately  west  of  Waithman  Way  in 
the  West  Portal  area  of  San  Francisco  (see  Figure  1,  page  9).  It  extends  from  Ulloa  Street  uphill  to  Edgehill 
Way  and  is  comprised  of  a  long-abandoned  rock  quarry  characterized  by  exposed  rock  walls  and  fallen  debris. 
The  site  is  surrounded  by  single-family  residential  development  on  the  north,  east,  and  south  and  is  contiguous 
to  City-owned  open  space  on  the  west.  The  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene  is  on  the  site,  and  St.  Brendan's 
Church  and  School  are  located  one  block  west  on  Ulloa  Street. 

The  site  is  in  an  RH-1(D)  (Single-Family  Detached)  zoning  district  and  40-X  height  and  bulk  district.  RH-1(D) 
zoning  permits  single-family  homes  with  side  yards  as  required  by  Section  133  of  the  City  Planning  Code  with  a 
minimum  lot  size  of  4,000  square  feet.  As  a  standard  subdivision,  the  allowable  density  for  the  site  would  be 
25  units.  As  a  planned  unit  development  under  Section  304  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  the  maximum  allowable 
dwelling  unit  density  would  be  33  units  in  other  than  standard  lot  configuration. 

C.  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 

Project  characteristics  are  summarized  in  Table  1,  page  10,  are  illustrated  in  plans,  elevations,  and  sections 
in  Figures  2  through  4,  pages  11  through  13,  and  are  described  below. 

The  project  would  subdivide  the  143,600-square  foot  parcel  currently  owned  by  the  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene. 
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Figure  1  -  Project  Location 

Source;  Map  Copyrighted  1979  by  the  Califomia  State  Automobile  Association. 
Reproduced  by  Permission.  North 


III.  Project  Oeschptii 


Proposed  Land  Uses 
(gross  square  feet) 

•  Developed  Area 
(footprint) 

•  Landscaped  Open  Space  a/ 
(rear  and  front  yards) 

•  Common  Open  Space 
(excluding  access  and  parking) 

•  Access  and  Parking 
Total  Site  Area 


TABLE  1 

Project  Characteristics 

Existing  Church         Proposed  Project         Total  Site 


7,700 
10,300 
NA 

NA 

18.000 


19,450 

18,450 

61,700 

26,000 
125.600 


27,150 

28,750 

61,700 

26.000 
143.600 


Building  Area 
(gross  square  feet) 

•  Single  Family  Homes 

•  Church 

Total  Building  Area 


NA 

7,700 

7,700 


49.659 

49,659 


49,659 
7.700 

57.359 


Proposed  On-Site  Parking 
(number  of  spaces) 

•  Garage 

•  On-Site  (along  access  road) 
Total  On-Site  Parking 


40 
40 


26 
7 

33 


26 
73 


aJ       Rear  yards  (15,360  square  feet)  plus  front  yards  (3,090  square  feet)  for  18.450  square  feet 
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After  subdivision,  the  church  would  retain  an  18,000-square  foot  lot.  The  remaining  125,600  square  feet  would 
be  subdivided  into  14  lots,  13  of  which  would  be  developed  with  single-family  homes.  Residential  lots  would  be 
approximately  32  feet  wide  by  82  to  94  feet  long,  for  an  average  lot  size  of  about  2,923  square  feet.  Each 
residential  lot  would  be  developed  with  a  single-family  home  of  approximately  3,035  to  3,609  square  feet  with  4 
to  5  bedrooms.  The  sponsor  estimates  that  home  prices  would  range  from  $650,000  to  $750,000  per  home  and, 
based  on  an  average  of  4  persons  per  household,  that  the  on-site  population  at  project  completion  would  be 
about  50  people. 

The  single-family  homes  would  vary  from  approximately  21  to  35  feet  in  height  and  would  be  two  or  three  stories 
at  the  front  along  the  on-site  access  road  and  three  stories  at  the  rear,  as  viewed  from  Ulloa  Street.  Housing 
units  would  be  set  back  about  34  feet  from  a  hillside  retaining  wall,  about  15  to  32  feet  from  the  southern 
property  line,  and  10  feet  from  the  western  property  line  (see  Figure  2,  page  11).  Most  units  (1 1)  would  be 
built  contiguous  to  their  western  property  lines  with  no  side  yard  setback.  All  13  units  would  have  minimum 
side  yard  setbacks  from  their  eastern  lot  lines  of  3.5  feet  at  the  front  of  buildings  and  6.0  feet  at  the  rear. 
Each  unit  would  have  decks  for  usable  private  open  space  in  addition  to  yards. 

Total  coverage  by  buildings  would  be  approximately  19,450  square  feet.  There  would  be  about  15,360  square  feet 

of  private  open  space,  consisting  of  rear  yards,  plus  another  3,090  square  feet  of  landscaped  open  space  in 

front  yards.  Dedicated  common  open  space  owned  by  the  homeowners'  association  would  cover  approximately  87,700 

square  feet,  including  26,000  square  feet  of  access  road  and  walkways.  Total  site  development,  excluding  the 

church  parcel,  would  result  in  16%  by  buildings  only,  36%  coverage  of  the  site  by  buildings  and  paved  areas, 

and  64%  of  open  space  area. 

Access  to  the  existing  church  and  proposed  homes  would  be  provided  from  Ulloa  Street  along  the  alignment  of  the 
existing  driveway  at  the  site  which  would  be  extended  west  as  a  private  roadway,  parallel  to  the  toe  of  the 
hillside,  ending  in  a  cul-de-sac  at  the  western  site  boundary.  This  main  access  road  would  be  32  feet  wide 
with  an  effective  width  of  18  feet  with  pari<ing  on  both  sides;  the  portion  of  the  access  road  in  front  of  the 
proposed  homes  would  vary  from  17  to  24  feet  with  7  pari<ing  spaces.  A  two-foot-high  solid  concrete  safety  curb 
would  be  built  on  the  south  side  of  the  main  access  road,  and  a  traffic  barrier  (bollard)  would  be  placed  at 
the  foot  of  the  driveway  (on-site).  Both  are  proposed  to  protect  off-site  properties  from  runaway  vehicles. 

Two  off-street  pari<ing  spaces  would  be  provided  in  the  garage  of  each  unit,  and  seven  on-street  spaces  would 
provided  across  from  homes.  An  additional  40  on-site  pari<ing  spaces  would  be  provided  for  the  church  -  18 
spaces  in  a  designated  pari<ing  area  and  22  spaces  on  the  main  access  road.  Excess  church  spaces  would  be 
available  to  project  residents  and  guests  when  there  are  no  church  services  or  functions. 
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The  project  would  alter  the  site's  existing  slopes  by  excavating  about  4,500  cubic  yards  of  rock  and  soil  to 
stabilize  the  hillside.  (Another  approximately  1 ,500  cubic  yards  would  be  excavated  for  general  site 
development,  including  utility  trenches.)  Slope  stabilization  would  involve  removing  vegetation  (including 
about  3  trees  with  diameters  under  6  inches  and  12  trees  with  diameters  over  six  inches  from  the  slope 
stabilization  area),  clearing  loose  and  weak  rocks  (about  300  cubic  yards),  reshaping  and  stabilizing  slopes, 
installing  rock  bolts,  planting  new  landscaping,  covering  portions  of  the  slope  with  wire  mesh,  and  building  a 
5-  to  1 2-foot  high  catchment  wall  at  the  final  toe  of  the  slope.  These  features  of  the  project  are  described 
below.  Stabilization  measures  are  illustrated  conceptually  in  sketches  and  photographs  in  Figures  5  through 
1 1 ,  pages  16-20  and  22-23;  the  locations  where  these  measures  are  proposed  to  be  implemented  on  the  site  are 
shown  in  plan  (Figure  5,  page  16)  and  elevation  (Rgure  6,  page  17). 

•  Remove  Loose  Rock  Masses.  Install  Rock  Bolts.  Drape/Secure  Wire  Mesh  (Measure  A,  Figures  5  and  6,  pages 
16-17) 

Masses  of  rock  which  already  have  been  weakened  along  pre-existing  joint  systems  by  the  weathering 
process,  accelerated  locally  by  root  action  would  be  removed.  A  typical,  weakened  rock  mass  on  the  steep 
bluff  in  the  central  part  of  the  site  is  shown  in  Figure  7-A,  page  18.  Loose  blocks  of  rock  would  be 
removed,  either  mechanically  or  by  hand,  after  which  the  remaining  bluff  would  be  stabilized  by  installing 
a  pattern  of  rock  bolts  and  wire  mesh  designed  to  anchor  the  rock  mass  to  the  hillside  (see  Figure  8,  page 
19).  An  example  of  this  technique  is  visible  on  the  slope  behind  the  existing  church  at  the  eastern  end 
of  the  site  (see  Figure  7-B,  page  18).  The  rock  bolting  process  would  be  expected  to  stabilize  the  steep 
rock  bluff  portion  of  the  site  and  reduce  to  an  acceptable  level  the  potential  for  the  sudden  movement  of 
large  rock  masses  downslope.  Incorporating  wire  mesh  into  the  stabilization  system  would  knit  the  entire 
rock-bolted  zone  together  so  that  even  if  a  block  of  rock  were  to  dislodge,  its  movement  would  be 
restrained.  Rock  bolting  is  a  conventional  form  of  rock  stabilization  for  slopes  similar  to  those  on  the 
site  and  has  been  done  on  the  site  itself,  as  noted  above. 

•  Scale  Slope  of  Loose  Material  (Measure  B,  Figures  5  and  6,  pages  16-17) 

This  measure  would  involve  removing  boulders  or  rock  masses  which  have  been  dislodged  from  the  slope  above 
the  bench.  The  purpose  of  this  measure  would  be  to  eliminate  the  likelihood  that  these  rocks  would  roll 
downslope  and  damage  the  project  buildings.  One  of  the  larger  boulders  on  the  site  which  already  has  been 
dislodged  and  is  resting  on  the  slope  below  the  massive  chert  bluff  is  shown  on  Figure  9-A,  page  20. 
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Existing  Conditions 


Proposed  Final  Conditions 
(Schematic) 


Figure  8  -  Schematic  Illustration  --  Remove  Loose  Rock  Masses  and  Install  Rock  Bolts 


Soures:  Damat  and  Moor* 
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Not  to  Scale 
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Flatten  or  Shape  Crest  of  Slope  (Measure  C,  Figures  5  and  6,  pages  16-17) 

Certain  areas  of  the  site,  particularly  the  western  portion,  contain  zones  where  overburden  soils, 
weathered  rock,  and  vegetation  are  relatively  steep  or  actually  overhang  the  underlying  cut  slope.  These 
zones  are  susceptible  to  progressive  failure  which  would  result  in  an  accumulation  of  soil  and  rock  debris 
at  the  toe  of  the  slope.  In  order  to  minimize  the  potential  impacts  of  this  phenomenon  and  reduce  long- 
term  maintenance  requirements,  the  slope  crest  would  be  "shaped",  either  mechanically  or  by  hand,  to  a 
more  stable  configuration.  This  work  would  extend  onto  adjoining  property  uphill  from  the  site,  subject 
to  the  owner's  agreement,  or  could  be  confined  to  the  site.  Figure  9-B,  page  20,  shows  existing 
conditions;  Figure  10,  page  22  illustrates  existing  and  final  conditions  schematically. 

Drape  Slope  with  Wire  Mesh  Secured  to  Slope  (Measure  D,  Figures  5  and  6,  pages  16-17) 

This  measure  would  be  used  locally  for  two  conditions  in  order  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  continued  slope 
degradation: 

Over  steep  slopes  of  thinly  bedded  chert  in  the  western  portion  of  the  site.  The  presence  of  mesh 
would  retard  the  effects  of  raveling  or  sloughing  of  the  weathered  rock  mantle  and  provide  a  support 
system  for  vegetation,  such  as  vines,  proposed  to  be  planted  as  landscaping. 

Over  the  steep,  massive  chert  bluffs  in  the  central  part  of  the  site.  The  presence  of  the  mesh  would 
restrain  dislodged  blocks  of  rock  and  prevent  them  from  suddenly  rolling  downhill. 

These  two  options  are  illustrated  schematically  in  cross  section  form  in  Figure  1 1 ,  page  23,  and  an 
example  of  this  stabilization  technique  (behind  the  existing  church)  is  shown  in  Figure  7-B,  page  18. 

Construct  Catchment  Wall  (Measure  E,  Figures  5  and  6,  pages  1 6-1 7) 

The  proposed  project  would  include  constnjction  of  a  five-  to  twelve-foot  high  catchment  wall  at  the  toe 
of  the  reconfigured  slope  to  protect  the  developed  area  from  slope  ravelling/sloughing  or  rockfall.  A 
reinforced,  concrete  catchment  wall  at  the  toe  of  the  slope  would  back  up  the  project's  other 
stabilization  techniques  by  providing  an  additional  measure  to  reduce  the  impacts  from  slope  failures. 
Proposed  residences  would  be  set  back  a  minimum  of  34  feet  southeast  of  the  wall. 
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Figure  10  -  Schematic  Sketch 

-  Weathered  Rock/Soil  Overburden  and  Flatten/Reshape  Top  of  Slope 


Source:  Dames  and  Moore  -22-  Not  to  Scale 


Figure  1 1  -  Schematic  Sketch  - 

Source:  Dames  and  Moore 


-  Drape  With  Wire  Mesh 
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III.  Project  Description 


The  sponsor  may  contract  separately  tor  slope  stabilization  and  project  construction.  Implementation  would  be 
phased  to  complete  slope  stabilization  and  constmction  of  the  proposed  catchment  wall  first,  followed  by 
construction  of  the  buildings.  A  long-term  program  to  maintain  the  stabilized  slopes  would  be  established  by 
the  sponsor  as  part  of  the  project  and  would  include  periodic  inspections  of  stabilized  areas,  removal  of 
debris  accumulated  behind  the  wall,  and  regular  inspection  (and  clearing,  as  needed)  of  drainageways. 
Maintenance  of  this  program  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  homeowners'  association. 

According  to  the  sponsor,  all  earth  material  would  be  excavated  using  conventional  constmction  equipment 
without  blasting,  and  neither  slope  stabilization  nor  site  excavation  would  require  blasting.  Project 
buildings  would  be  lightly-loaded  (i.e.,  the  weight  of  the  buildings  would  not  be  so  great  as  to  jeopardize 
slope  stability). 

A  total  of  1 12  trees  would  be  removed  (15  from  the  stabilized  slope  and  97  from  proposed  Lots  1 ,  2,  3,  and  4) 
at  the  southwestem  portion  of  the  site  (as  shown  in  Rgure  2,  page  11).  Vegetation  would  be  planted  on  the 
site  both  to  stabilize  the  slope  and  augment  existing  vegetation.  New  landscaping  would  include  fire- retard  ant 
shrubbery  and  trees  behind  the  catchment  wall  near  the  toe  of  the  slope,  evergreen  vines  on  the  slopes  which 
extend  uphill  to  Edgehill  Way  behind  the  project  and  below  the  hillside  stabilization  areas,  and  112  new  trees. 
Of  those,  about  six  trees  would  be  planted  and  irrigated  off-site,  south  of  the  property  line  fence;  the 
project  sponsor  would  need  formal  authorization  from  the  adjacent  residents  to  plant  trees  on  their  lots  (the 
affected  homeowners  have  agreed  in  concept).  2 

The  project  would  alter  an  existing  sewer  line  which  crosses  the  site  from  north  to  south  in  an  easement;  the 
project  would  accommodate  flows  in  the  proposed  sewer  facilities  and  would  maintain  part  and  abandon  the  rest 
of  the  easement,  as  follows.  The  existing  sewer  and  easement  serving  301  and  305  Edgehill  Way  would  be 
maintained  as  far  downhill  as  the  site  access  road  where  the  existing  sewer  would  be  connected  to  a  new  sewer 
proposed  to  be  installed  in  the  site  access  road.  The  remaining  segment  of  the  existing  sewer  continues 
downhill  across  the  site  to  the  rear  yards  of  432,  444,  and  452  Ulloa  and  proceeds  to  Ulloa  Street  through  the 
side  yard  of  452  Ulloa  Street;  that  segment  of  sewer  and  the  easement  downhill  from  the  proposed  new  conneclion 
would  be  abandoned  after  the  project  is  completed.  The  existing  sewer  is  private;  thus,  the  project  sponsor 
would  need  formal  authorization  to  abandon  the  easement  from  the  residents  of  432,  444,  and  452  Ulloa  Street 
(the  homeowners  have  agreed  in  concept)  but  would  not  need  City  approval. 


Letter  from  Ray  Rice  and  Joseph  Jeno,  Dames  &  Moore,  to  Reverend  Fred  Forster,  Rrst  Church  of  the  Nazarene,  November  4,  1 987 

Conversations  of  Warner  Schmalz  and  Emery  Rogers  (applicant's  architect  and  landscape  architect,  respectively)  with  Greater  West  Portal 
Neighborhood  Association  Steering  Committee  and  several  indvidual  neightxjrs  at  various  meetings  in  1988,  1989.  and  1990 


-24- 


III.  Project  Description 


Surface  runoff  would  be  collected  and  conveyed  to  City  drainage  facilities,  including  fronn  the  rear  yards  of 
proposed  Lots  4  through  13  where  a  4-inch  stornn  drain  would  be  installed  to  intercept  and  divert  flows  from 
reaching  the  rear  yards  of  adjacent  Uiloa  Street  homes. 

The  site  would  be  connected  to  City  water  lines  for  all  domestic  and  fire  fighting  requirements.  ^ 

A  temporary  construction  fence  would  be  placed  along  the  southern  property  line,  and  a  new,  wooden  property 
line  fence  would  be  built  upon  project  completion. 

D.  PROJECT  APPROVALS.  SCHEDULE.  AND  COSTS 
APPROVALS 

Following  a  public  hearing  on  this  Draft  EIR  before  the  City  Planning  Commission,  responses  to  written  and  oral 
comments  will  be  prepared;  this  EIR  will  be  revised  as  appropriate  and  presented  to  the  City  Planning 
Commission  for  certification  as  to  accuracy,  objectivity,  and  completeness.  No  permits  may  be  issued  before 
the  Final  EIR  is  certified. 

The  project  is  proposed  as  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD)  under  Section  304  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 
Consideration  of  a  project  as  a  PUD  is  permitted  for  sites  greater  than  one-half  acre  in  size.  According  to 
Section  304(a): 

The  procedures  for  Planned  Unit  Developments  are  intended  for  projects  on  sides  of  considerable  size, 
developed  as  integrated  units  and  designed  to  produce  an  environment  of  stable  and  desirable  character 
which  will  benefit  the  occupants,  the  neighborhood  and  the  City  as  a  whole,  In  cases  of  outstanding 
overall  design,  complementary  to  the  design  and  values  of  the  sun-ounding  area,  such  a  project  may  merit  a 
well  reasoned  modification  of  certain  of  the  provisions  contained  elsewhere  in  this  Code. 

Under  Section  304,  the  project  sponsor  will  be  requesting  City  Planning  Commission  approval  for  modification  of 
the  lot  size,  side  yard,  and  rear  yard  requirements  as  part  of  the  PUD.  Planned  Unit  Developments  require 
conditional  use  authorization  from  the  City  Planning  Commission  pursuant  to  Section  303  of  the  City  Planning 
Code.  In  addition,  the  project  would  require  findings  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  that  it  complies  with 
the  requirements  of  Section  101 .1  of  the  City  Planning  Code  (Proposition  M). 


Letters  from  the  Water  Department  and  Fire  Department,  confirming  that  pressure  in  City  lines  would  be  adequate  to  serve  the  project, 
are  on  Hie  with  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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The  project  would  require  subdivision  of  the  site  into  15  lots:  one  for  the  existing  church,  one  for  a  comnnon 
private  roadway  and  open  space,  and  13  to  be  developed  as  single-family  dwellings.  The  project  would  then 
require  building  permits  for  construction  of  the  residences. 


PROJECT  SCHEDULE  AND  COSTS 

After  approval  and  issuance  of  building  permits,  constmction  would  proceed  in  two  phases  with  completion 
expected  in  14  months.  The  church  would  remain  in  use  throughout  the  constmction  period.  The  estimated 
duration  of  each  activity  would  be  as  follows:  hillside  stabilization,  4  nnonths,  and  site  improvement  and  home 
construction,  10  nnonths,  for  a  total  of  14  months.  The  project  is  planned  to  be  completed  and  occupied  in 
1992.  The  estimated  construction  cost  for  the  13  homes,  landscaping,  and  on-site  improvements  is  about 
$4,400,000  (1990  dollars).  Including  about  $644,000  for  slope  stabilization. 
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IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

The  site  is  located  about  11 0  to  130  feet  north  of  Ulloa  Street,  except  for  a  90-foot  wide  street  frontage  in 
the  southeast  corner  where  the  site's  driveway  connects  with  Uiloa  Street.  The  site's  northern  boundary  abuts 
Edgehill  Way,  also  for  about  90  feet,  but  no  vehicular  access  is  provided.  Within  the  site,  a  60-  to  1 00-foot 
deep,  300-foot  long  bench  has  been  cut  across  the  quarry  face  in  an  east-west  direction.  The  bench's  elevation 
is  approxinriately  550  to  560  feet  above  sea  level,  and  the  hillside  rises  1 15  to  125  feet  behind  the  bench, 
almost  vertically  in  some  areas,  to  an  uppermost  site  elevation  of  675  feet  at  Edgehill  Way.  The  eastern  part 
of  this  bench  was  developed  in  1960  with  the  existing  7,700-square  foot  church  building  and  about  ten 
designated  parking  spaces.  The  western  part  of  the  bench  is  vacant;  it  was  used  until  March,  1983  as  a 
children's  play  area.  The  proposed  single-family  homes  would  be  built  on  the  western  part  of  the  bench. 

The  site  is  surrounded  by  single-family  residential  development  on  the  north,  east,  and  south  and  abuts  tree- 
covered  public  open  space  on  the  west.  It  faces  Mount  Davidson  to  the  south.  Other  nearby  uses  include  St. 
Brendan's  Church  and  School,  one  block  east  of  the  site  on  Ulloa  Street,  and  the  West  Portal  Neighborhood 
Commercial  District,  about  five  blocks  west  of  the  site.  Portola  Drive,  a  major  east-west  thoroughfare,  is 
located  on  block  south  of  the  site. 


A.  GEOLOGY 

PREVIOUS  STUDIES  ^ 

Studies  of  the  site's  geologic  and  geotechnical  characteristics  have  been  performed  during  the  past  30  years  by 
different  consultants  who  have  evaluated  the  site  for  sponsors  of  various  development  proposals.  Among  these 
consultants  are  Don  Hillebrandt  Associates  and  Dames  &  Moore  who  have  also  most  recently  assessed  existing 
conditions  at  the  site  as  well  as  future  conditions  with  development.  Their  views  of  the  nature  of  site 
instability  and  recommendations  for  stabilization  differ  to  some  extent. 


The  reports  which  have  been  prepared  for  this  and  prior  development  proposals  are  available  for  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street.  San  Francisco. 
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Don  Hillebrandt  Associates 

Since  1981 ,  this  consultant  has  conducted  several  geotechnical  engineering  investigations  at  the  site, 
including  two  reconnaissances  of  the  steeply-sloped  hillside  and  a  subsurface  exploration  program  involving  ten 
test  borings  on  the  bench.  In  June,  1 981 ,  a  report  was  prepared  for  a  proposed  condominium  project.  ^  The 
report  described  geotechnical  conditions,  qualitatively  evaluated  where  development  should  be  located  on  the 
site  in  relation  to  the  existing  slopes,  and  identified  stabilization  measures  recommended  for  that 
project.  Between  1985  and  1987,  consulting  services  were  provided  to  the  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene 
concerning  the  feasibility  of  stabilizing  the  hillside  and  the  suitability  of  the  bench  area  for  development. 
The  initial  phase  of  work  involved  stabilization  behind  the  church  building.  The  second  phase  involved 
reviewing  stabilization  plans  for  the  remaining  slope.  ^  More  recently,  Mr.  Hillebrandt  served  as  a  paid 
geotechnical  consultant  to  some  neighbors  (Ulloa  Street  Neighborhood  Group  Opposed  to  the  Proposed  Project  at 
300  Ulloa  Street)  to  evaluate  the  previously  proposed  project  for  the  site.  ^ 

Dames  &  Moore 

This  consultant  has  been  involved  in  examining  the  site's  geotechnical  conditions  and  making  slope 
stabilization  recommendations  since  1956,  prior  to  the  construction  of  the  existing  church.  A  slope  hazards 
investigation  was  conducted  for  the  church  in  1978,  but  the  recommended  stabilization  measures  were  not 
subsequently  implemented.  ^  A  supplementary  report  was  prepared  in  1979  which  outlined  a  modified  program  to 
minimize  the  effects  of  possible  future  rockfalls,  but  the  stabilization  measures  recommended  in  that  report 
were  not  subsequently  implemented.  ^ 

This  consultant  has  been  employed  by  the  present  project  sponsor  since  1987  when  the  firm  mapped  the  hillside 
portion  of  the  site  in  detail.  That  work  involved  traversing  the  slope,  measuring  the  orientation  of  bedding 
and  joint  planes,  and  photographing  and  documenting  site  features.  Another  consultant,  KCA  Engineers,  Inc., 
surveyed  the  site  in  Febmary,  1988  for  the  project  sponsor  and  prepared  a  topographic  map  of  the  area  of  the 


Preliminary  Geotechnical  Investigation.  Don  Hillebrandt  Associates,  June,  1981. 
Geotechnical  Engineering  Consultation.  Don  Hillebrandt  Associates,  September,  1987. 

That  project  was  a  120-unit  residential  care  facility.  Telephone  conversation  between  Louise  Nichols  and  Don  Hillebrandt,  February  13, 
1990,  and  letter  of  Donald  H.  Hillebrandt  to  Elbert  Wilson.  Jr.  (Neighborhood  Action  Coordinator,  Opposition  to  the  300  Ulloa  Project 
Neighborhood  Group),  June  7,  1988. 

Slope  Hazards  Investigation,  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene.  Dames  &  Moore,  August,  1978. 

Supplementary  Report.  Slope  Hazards  Investigation,  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene.  Dames  &  Moore,  October,  1979. 

-28- 


IV.  EnvironmentaJ  Setting 


slope  which  Dames  &  Moore  identified  as  requiring  detailed  mapping.  Dames  &  Moore  has  provided  geotechnical 
input  for  the  environmental  documents  prepared  for  the  project  by  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review. 

TOPOGRAPHY 

The  project  site  is  a  former  rock  quarry  and  is  located  on  a  southeastern-facing  slope  of  Edgehiil  Mountain, 
northwest  of  Mount  Davidson.  It  contains  several  major  topographic  features: 

•  An  essentially  flat  bench,  measuring  approximately  60  to  100  feet  deep  and  300  feet  long,  which  has  been 
cut  across  the  quarry  face  in  an  east-west  direction.  Its  elevation  is  at)out  550  to  560  feet  above  sea 
level. 

•  A  steeply-cut  slope,  the  former  quarry  face,  which  rises  about  1 15  to  125  feet  above  the  bench  to  an 
uppermost  site  elevation  of  675  feet  at  Edgehiil  Way.  Overall  slopes  range  from  1 :1  to  1 .5:1  (horizontal 
to  vertical). 

•  A  prominent  bedrock  exposure  in  the  approximate  center  of  the  slope  which  is  about  20  to  30  feet  high  and 
is  almost  vertical  in  places. 

•  A  bowl-shaped  depression  in  the  cut  slope  near  the  westem  end  of  the  site  which  reflects  a  combination  ol 
quarrying  activity  and  shallow  slope  failure. 

GEOLOGY 
Bedrock 

The  site  is  underlain  by  chert  bedrock  of  the  Franciscan  Assemblage  which  occurs  in  two  forms: 

•  Thinly-bedded,  with  beds  typically  two  to  three  inches  thick  and  separated  by  thin  shale  interbeds.  This 
chert  usually  is  dari<  red  in  color. 

•  A  more  massive  variety  which  forms  the  prominent  outcrop  observed  in  the  upper  elevation  of  the  central 
part  of  the  site  (see  Figure  12,  page  30).  This  chert  appears  to  be  lighter,  typically  cream-colored  or 
grayish. 
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The  bedrock  has  been  folded  and  faulted  and  is  jointed,  especially  the  thin-bedded  sections.  Bedding  generally 
strikes  northwest  to  southeast  and  dips  from  20  to  40  degrees  northeasterly. 

The  ten  test  borings  drilled  by  Don  Hillebrandt  Associates  during  subsurface  exploration  of  the  bench  in  1981 
reached  depths  of  21  to  48  feet.  ""^  The  borings  indicated  that  most  of  the  level  bench  is  cut  in  bedrock  and 
that  fill  and  overburden  soil  lie  on  top  of  the  bedrock  in  some  areas.  Three  of  the  test  borings  located  near 
the  southern  edge  of  the  bench  encountered  fill  and/or  overburden  material  depths  ranging  between  four  and 
sixteen  feet. 

Areas  of  Slope  Instability 

Since  the  church  was  built  in  1960,  portions  of  the  site  have  been  affected  by  landslides  and  rockfalls.  Slope 
instability  at  the  site  occurs  in  two  fomris: 

•  Accumulation  of  fine-grained  debris  by  sloughing  of  thinly-bedded  chert  and  its  weathered  soil 
overburden. 

•  Rockfalls  of  the  massive  variety  of  chert  bedrock  from  the  steep  bluffs  above  the  central  part  of  the 
site. 

The  raveling  type  of  movement  can  occur  either  gradually,  as  part  of  the  normal  weathering  process,  or  nnore 
rapidly,  particularly  during  periods  of  intense  rainfall,  such  as  during  the  heavy  storms  of  January  1982,  or 
as  the  result  of  moderate  to  strong  ground  shaking  from  an  earthquake,  for  example,  the  period  of  seismic 
activity  in  October,  1989.  The  end  product  of  this  raveling  is  the  fan-shaped  accumulation  of  soil  and  rock 
debris  which  has  fonned  an  "apron"  at  the  toe  of  much  of  the  existing  slope.  Raveling  slope  movement  can 
result  in  nuisances  and  require  long-term  maintenance  rather  than  endangering  life  or  safety.  Rockfalls, 
consisting  of  large  masses  of  up  to  tens  of  cubic  yards,  can  occur  suddenly  and  without  warning,  particularty 
during  periods  of  heavy  rainfall  and/or  major  seismic  events.  Such  movements  can  damage  or  threaten  structures 
and  human  safety. 

The  site  is  in  an  area  which  has  been  designated  as  a  Special  Geologic  Study  Area  in  the  Community  Safety 
Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  because  of  the  possibility  of  landslide  activity.  Two  large  rockfalls 
are  known  to  have  occurred  since  the  church  was  built  in  1960.  One  originated  northwest  of  the  church  building 


Geotechnical  Engineering  Consultation.  Don  Hillebrandt  Associates,  September,  1987. 
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in  1967;  the  second  occurred  in  the  central  part  of  the  site  (near  the  fornrier  nursery  school  play  area)  in 
1978. 

According  to  Donald  Hillebrandt,  the  "major  geotechnical  consideration  in  the  development  of  the  site  is  the 
potential  for  slide  activity  (rockfalls  and  sloughing/raveling)".      The  steeply-sloping  hillside  has  a 
history  of  stability  problems,  and  there  is  a  high  potential  for  large  rockfalls/slides  in  the  future. 
Rockfalls  could  involve  "large  blocks  of  rock  that  are  5  to  10  tons  in  size.  [When  such]  blocks  fall  down  the 
hillside  they  [would]  most  likely  break  into  smaller  pieces,  but  rocks  several  cubic  yards  or  more  in  size 
could  reach  the  graded  bench  area."  ""^  A  cubic  yard  of  rock  weighs  an  estimated  3,000  to  4,000  pounds.  "^^ 

Rockfalls  have  originated  at  the  massive  chert  bluff  located  in  the  center  of  the  slope,  and  raveling  of  the 
thinly  bedded  chert  and  soil  overburden  has  occurred  in  the  western  part  of  the  site.      Roots  of  the 
eucalyptus  trees  growing  on  the  western  part  of  the  slope  are  accelerating  rockfall  activity  by  wedging  free 
the  thinly-bedded  chert.  Other  vegetation,  where  present,  can  catch  or  slow  down  falling  rocks;  when 
vegetation  is  sparse,  rocks  can  reach  the  foot  of  the  slope.  Except  for  several  boulders,  the  material  below 
the  massive  chert  outcrop  appears  to  have  reached  a  stable  condition;  the  potential  for  continual  slope  failure 
exists  at  the  massive  chert  outcrop.  Altogether,  "portions  of  the  existing  slopes  uphill  of  the  proposed 
development  are  marginally  stable".  ""^ 

The  presence  of  trees  and  other  vegetation  can  have  a  detrimental  as  well  as  beneficial  effect  on  slope 
stability,  depending  upon  local  conditions.  For  example,  as  can  be  noted  on  the  rock  cliffs  of  the  site,  trees 
such  as  eucalyptus  and  cypress  can  contribute  to  rockfalls  by  the  wedging  action  induced  by  their  root  systems 
as  they  grow  into  existing  fractures  in  the  rock  mass.  On  the  other  hand,  vegetation  established  on 
predominantly  soil  and  weathered  rock  slopes  typically  tends  to  increase  slope  stability  by  "knitting"  together 
the  slope  materials.  In  addition,  trees  have  more  "wind  sail"  than  shrubs,  causing  virtually  continuous 
movement  of  tnjnks  and  roots.  In  loose,  weathered  rock  masses,  existing  trees  contribute  to  rock  fall  and  are 
themselves  in  danger  of  toppling.  As  discussed  in  Chapter  III,  Project  Description,  according  to  Dames  & 
Moore,  the  project  would  remove  trees  from  areas  where  they  are  contributing  to  slope  instability  and  plant 


^  '    Preliminary  Geotechnical  Investigation.  Don  Hillebrandt  Associates,  June.  1981. 
^2  jbjd. 

Letter  of  Henry  J.  Degenkolb  To  Whom  It  May  Concern,  May  16,  1988. 

300  Ulloa  Street  Residential  Care  Facility  EIR  Response  to  Comments.  Dames  &  Moore,  January  26,  1990. 

^  ^    Letter  of  Joseph  J.  Jeno  and  John  R.  Theissen,  Dames  &  Moore,  to  Ivan  Christie,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City 
Planning.  June  7.  1988. 
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vegetation  in  locations  where  needed  to  stabilize  slopes  in  addition  to  planting  vegetation  as  ornamental 
landscaping. 

Rockfalls  and  landslides  would  be  expected  to  occur  in  the  future,  and  development  of  the  site  would  need  to 
take  both  types  of  geologic  hazards  into  account.  Without  implementing  slope  stabilization  measures, 
landslides  could  harm  people  or  property.  In  addition,  site  development  without  stabilization  of  the  slope 
could  increase  slope  instability;  excavation  or  constmction  on  the  site's  existing  slopes  under  such 
circumstances  could  affect  the  safety  of  people  on  the  site. 

Geotechnical  consultants  agree  on  the  site's  instability,  that  semi-stable  to  unstable  conditions  will  persist, 
and  that  potential  threats  to  property  will  remain  unless  slope  stabilization  measures  are  implemented.  There 
is  disagreement  on  whether  slope  instability  is  associated  with  shallow  or  deep-seated  geologic  conditions,  the 
level  of  site  investigation  required  to  develop  stabilization  strategies,  and  the  details  and  costs  of 
appropriate  stabilization  measures.  This  disagreement  is  discussed  in  Chapter  V,  Environmental  Impacts, 
page  48. 

REGIONAL  SEISMICITY  AND  FAULT  ACTIVITY 


The  closest  active  faults  to  the  site  are  the  San  Andreas  Fault,  at)out  4.5  miles  to  the  southwest,  and  the 
Hayward  and  Calaveras  Faults,  about  14  and  26  miles  to  the  northeast,  respectively.  All  three  faults  are 
capable  of  large  magnitude  earthquakes  (Richter  magnitude  (M)  7.0  or  greater).  The  maximum  predicted 
earthquake  on  the  San  Andreas  Fault  is  M  8.3  (the  same  as  the  maximum  historic  earthquake).  ^  The  maximum 
predicted  earthquake  on  the  Hayward  Fault  is  M  7.5  (the  maximum  historic  earthquake  on  this  fault  was  M 
6.2).      The  project  area  is  expected  to  experience  groundshaking  level  D  (strong  ground  shaking)  during  a 
major  earthquake  which  potentially  could  trigger  landslides  and  rockfalls.  ""^  The  site  is  not  within  an  area 
susceptible  to  liquefaction  and  subsidence. 

An  earthquake  with  an  estimated  magnitude  of  7.1  on  the  Richter  Scale  occurred  in  the  Bay  Area  on  the  San 
Andreas  Fault  on  October  17,  1989.  The  earthquake  lasted  about  15  seconds  and  caused  damage  in  the  epicentra! 


"Probabilities  of  Large  Earthquakes  Occurring  in  California  on  ttie  San  Andreas  Fault".  U.S.  Geological  Survey  Open-File  Report  88-398, 
1988. 

"Earthquake  Planning  Scenario  for  a  Magnitude  7.5  Earthquake  on  the  Hayward  Fault  In  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area".  California  Division  of 
Mines  and  Geology  Special  Publication  78,  K.  V.  Steinbrugge  et  al,  1987. 

San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investiqation.  URS/John  A.  Blume  and  Associates,  Engineers.  June,  1974.  Estimated  intensity  of  future 
groundshaking  in  San  Francisco  is  categorized  in  five  levels.  A  (very  violent)  to  E  (v/eak). 
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region  In  Santa  Cmz,  Watsonville,  Hollister,  and  Los  Gatos.  ""^  San  Francisco  and  other  areas,  as  far  as  50 
nniies  from  the  epicenter,  also  suffered  damage.  Casualties  and  damage  were  caused  by  falling  objects, 
collapsed  structures,  fire,  and  miscellaneous  injuries  (such  as  heart  attacks).  Most  of  the  casualties  and 
damage  were  a  result  of  ground  shaking  which  caused  some  freeway  structures  to  collapse  and  masonry  structures 
(including  brick  chimneys)  to  fall.  Wood-frame  buildings  were  jolted  off  their  foundations  in  areas  near  the 
epicenter,  as  well  as  in  San  Francisco  and  other  Bay  Area  cities.  Ground  failures  also  occurred,  most  notably 
in  the  Santa  Cruz  area  near  the  epicenter.  Landslides  resulted  in  road  closures  and  damage  to  structures. 
Liquefaction  and  ground  settlement  occurred  in  places  farther  from  the  epicenter  (primarily,  for  example,  in 
the  Marina  District  of  San  Francisco  and  the  area  south  of  Market  Street  in  San  Francisco,  and  the  Oakland 
International  Airport).  Fires  resulted  from  njptured  utility  lines.  The  type  of  damage  caused  by  the 
earthquake  is  typical  of  moderate-sized  earthquakes.  Damage  which  occun'ed  at  distances  up  to  50  miles  from 
the  epicenter  is  evidence  that  the  project  area  may  be  affected  adversely  by  earthquakes  occurring  on  any  of 
the  region's  major  faults. 

A  field  visit  was  made  to  the  site  on  October  22,  1989  to  observe  slope  conditions  and  assess  whether  slope 
failure(s)  occurred  as  a  result  of  the  October  17  earthquake  and  subsequent  aftershocks.  20  Post-earthquake 
observations  showed  that: 

•  Boulders  up  to  three  feet  in  size  had  been  freshly  deposited  on  the  flat  bench  area  (paved  for  church 
parking)  below  the  massive  rock  outcrop  in  the  central  portion  of  the  site.  Rock  debris  and  brown 
discoloration  (silt  and  clay  dust)  distinguished  new  material  from  larger  boulders  previously  obsen/ed 
there.  Debris  had  been  swept  from  paved  parking  spaces.  In  addition,  freshly  broken  branches  were 
observed  on  the  vegetated  hillside  directly  above  this  area  of  recently  deposited  material.  These 
observations  were  confirmed  by  comparing  photographs  of  the  massive  chert  outcrop  taken  in  August,  1987 
and  October,  1989.  One  rock  failure  area  was  identified  as  attributable  to  the  October,  1989  earthquake. 

•  The  thinly-bedded  chert  located  in  the  western  part  of  the  site  did  not  exhibit  signs  of  recent  slope 
failure.  However,  rocks  up  to  five  inches  in  diameter  were  scattered  across  the  former  nursery  school 
playground  area  and  appeared  to  have  been  freshly  deposited. 

•  Some  rockfall  activity  appeared  to  have  occurred  on  the  slope  behind  the  church.  Rocks  up  to  six  inches 


299  Second  Street  Office  Building  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report.  83.31 1 E,  Final  SEIR,  April  1 2,  1990,  page  69.  Part  of  that 
report's  seismicity  section  is  quoted  in  this  paragraph. 

Memorandum  to  Louise  Nichols  from  Ray  Rice,  Dames  &  Moore,  October  27,  1989.  The  memorandum  describes  observations  made  on 
October  22,  1989  and  is  accompanied  by  site  photographs.  It  is  available  for  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review, 
Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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in  size  had  loosened  from  the  rock  face  and  were  wedged  behind  the  wire  mesh.  The  wire  mesh  and  rock 
bolts  appeared  to  be  in  sound  condition. 

•        Road  cracks  observed  in  the  pavement  of  Edgehill  Way  at  the  top  of  the  slope  were  not  formed  recently  but 
were  present  and  documented  during  an  August,  1987  site  visit.  (Those  cracks  are  believed  to  be 
associated  with  settlement  of  fill  under  the  road  and  do  not  indicate  either  deep-seated  movement  of  the 
massive  chert  rock  or  surficial  rockfall  activity.) 

The  evidence  of  rockfalls  observed  at  the  site  was  consistent  with  what  would  be  expected  for  an  unstabilized 
slope  from  the  magnitude  of  seismic  activity  in  October,  1989.  21 

GROUNDWATER 

Information  on  groundwater  at  the  site  is  limited.  One  of  the  test  borings  drilled  in  1981  accumulated  water 
at  a  depth  of  35  feet  after  standing  open  two  days;  all  other  test  borings  were  dry.  This  suggests  that 
groundwater  is  relatively  deep  at  this  site  which  is  consistent  with  what  would  be  expected  on  the  basis  of 
topographic  and  geologic  conditions.  At  lower  elevations  off-site,  neighbors  report  damp  ground  around  (and 
seepage  in)  their  homes.  22 


B.  TRANSPORTATION.  CIRCULATION.  AND  PARKING 

A  project  transportation  study  has  been  prepared  by  an  independent  consultant  and  is  available  for  public 
review  in  the  offices  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street.  23  jhe  results  of  the  study 
are  summarized  below. 


EXISTING  STREETS 

The  streets  serving  the  site  include  Ulloa  Street,  Waithman  Way,  Portola  Drive,  and  Laguna  Honda  Boulevard  (see 


21 


Ibid. 


22  Letters  of  Joseph  Gelvin,  July  22,  1989,  and  Elbert  Wilson,  Jr.,  August  7,  1989,  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  the  Draft  EIR  for 
the  project  previously  proposed  on  this  site. 

23  "Traffic  Study.  300  Ulloa  Street  Single  Family  Homes  Project,  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco,  A  Report  to  the  Department  of  City 
Planning",  DKS  Associates,  June  5, 1990. 
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Figure  1 ,  page  9).  Ulloa  Street,  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  varies  in  width  from  20  to  26  feet,  and 
is  a  one-way  street  which  runs  eastbound  to  Laguna  Honda  Boulevard.  Waithman  Way  is  one  block  long  and 
connects  Ulloa  Street  to  Portola  Drive.  An  alley,  south  of  Ulloa  Street  (and  parallel  to  Portola  Drive),  runs 
between  Kensington  Way  and  Waithnnan  Way  and  provides  access  to  adjacent  Ulloa  Street  homes;  residents  have 
complained  about  its  use  as  a  short-cut  from  Waithman  to  Kensington  since  Ulloa  Street  is  one-way  in  the 
opposite  direction.  Laguna  Honda  Boulevard  is  a  north-south  street  which  forms  a  "T"  intersection  at  Portola 
Drive.  Portola  Drive  is  a  major  four-lane  east-west  divided  arterial  street  located  one  block  south  of  Ulloa 
Street  and  connects  Market  Street  with  the  southwestern  part  of  the  City. 

Traffic  control  along  Ulloa  Street  includes  a  two-way  (all-way)  STOP  at  Waithman,  a  three-way  STOP  at 
Kensington  Way  (this  an  all-way  STOP,  but  because  Ulloa  is  one-way,  three  directions  are  stopped),  and  a  five- 
way  STOP  at  Laguna  Honda.  Both  Waithman  Way  and  Kensington  Way  are  controlled  by  STOP  signs  at  Portola  Drive; 
the  center  median  on  Portola  Drive  limits  movements  at  both  locations  to  right  turns  into  or  from  Portola 
Drive.  The  Portola-Laguna  Honda  and  Portola-Miraloma-Marne  intersections  are  signalized. 

The  City's  Master  Plan  classifies  Portola  Drive  as  a  "major  thoroughfare."  No  other  streets  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  site  are  designated  by  the  Master  Plan.  Other  streets  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site  include  Kensington  Way, 
a  16-foot-wide  residential  street,  and  Miraloma  Drive,  which,  while  residential  in  character,  serves  as  a 
north-south  route  both  for  Muni  buses  and  automobiles.  Mount  Davidson  acts  as  a  topographic  barrier  to  travel 
in  the  area,  and  Miraloma  Drive  is  one  of  the  faster  routes  to  get  around  this  barrier. 

Sidewalks  are  located  on  both  sides  of  Waithman  Way,  Laguna  Honda,  Portola  Drive,  and  Kensington  Way  south  of 

Ulloa  Street.  Ulloa  Street  has  5.5-foot  wide  sidewalks  on  both  sides  of  the  200-block  and  a  sidewalk  on  the 

north  side  only  of  the  300-block.  North  of  Ulloa  Street,  sidewalk  exists  only  along  the  west  side  of 

Kensington  Way.  An  elevated  pedestrian  bridge  spans  Portola  Drive  near  Kensington  Way.  No  bikeways  are  mari<ed 

on  streets  adjacent  to  the  project  site. 

Curbside  parking  is  permitted  on  both  sides  of  Ulloa  Street  except  during  street  cleaning  hours  (9:00  to  1 1 :00 
AM  Mondays  on  the  north  side  and  1 :00  to  3:00  PM  on  Tuesdays  on  the  south  side).  Compared  with  other  San 
Francisco  neighborhoods,  on-street  parking  appears  to  be  light  on  Ulloa  Street  between  Kensington  Way  and 
Waithman  Way,  except  on  Sundays).  24  Heavier  pari<ing  demand  occurs  on  the  200-block  of  Ulloa  Street  (between 


Based  on  observations  by  Steve  Colman,  DKS  Associates,  the  EIR  traffic  consultant,  during  nine  visits  to  the  site  at  various  times  of 

day  on  the  following  days:  Monday,  October  5,  1987;  Wednesday,  October  14,  1987;  Friday.  October  16.  1987;  Sunday,  November  1,  1987; 

Sunday,  November  15.  1987;  Friday,  November  11,  1988;  Tuesday,  March  21,  1989;  Wednesday,  October  11.  1989;  and  Wednesday,  May  2. 

1990. 
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Waithman  Way  and  Laguna  Honda  Boulevard)  during  arrival  and  departure  times  at  St.  Brendan's  School  and  events 
at  the  church  or  school. 

TRAFFIC  VOLUMES 

Average  dally  traffic  (ADT)  on  Portola  Drive  is  28,500,  based  on  counts  conducted  in  October,  1987  and  1988. 
Counts  on  the  300-block  of  Ulloa  Street  indicated  an  ADT  of  820  vehicles  while  the  ADT  on  the  200-block  of 
Ulloa  Street  is  1,081.  Comparison  with  1981-1982  counts  shows  that  traffic  on  Portola  Drive  has  grown  by  1.208 
in  five  years,  an  increase  of  4.4%  or  242  ADT  per  year.  Traffic  volumes  on  Ulloa  Street  appear  to  have  grown 
by  about  1 1%  during  the  past  six  years,  for  an  average  growth  rate  of  1 .8%  per  year. 

Based  on  studies  of  residents'  perceptions  of  traffic,  most  residents  perceive  that  a  street  loses  its 
residential  character  when  traffic  volumes  exceed  1 ,200  to  3,000  vehicles  per  day.  25  jhe  average  daily 
traffic  on  the  200-  and  300-blocks  of  Ulloa  Street  is  lower  than  1 ,200  vehicles  per  day.  Traffic  counts  in 
1988  suggest  that  traffic  problems  perceived  on  the  200-block  of  Ulloa  Street  may  result  from  vehicles  waiting 
to  pick  up  children  at  St.  Brendan's  School.  Some  double  parking  occurs  during  the  height  of  this  activity. 
Individual  delays  last  two  minutes  or  less. 

An  analysis  of  vehicle  speeds  was  conducted  in  the  middle  of  the  200-block  of  Ulloa  Street  to  assess  whether 
there  are  speeding  problems  in  this  area.  The  analysis,  conducted  for  two  days,  showed  that  fewer  than  three 
percent  of  all  motorists  exceeded  the  posted  25  MPH  speed  limit. 

EXISTING  TRAFFIC  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 

Level  of  service  (LOS)  is  a  standard  traffic  engineering  methodology  for  measuring  intersection  operations  (see 
page  A.17).  Levels  of  service  were  calculated  for  study  area  intersections  based  on  a  somewhat  conservative 
method  which  tends  to  under-estimate  capacity  and  over-estimate  congestion. 

During  the  PM  peak  hour,  the  Portola-Laguna  Honda  intersection  was  found  to  be  operating  at  LOS  "D",  within 
acceptable  service  levels.  The  signalized  Portola-Miraloma-Marne  intersection  operates  at  LOS  "B"  during  peak 


Studies  of  residents'  perceptions  of  traffic  include:  "How  Much  Traffic  is  Too  Much  (Traffic),*  SaJem  Spitz,  ITE  Journal.  May  1982. 
"Improving  the  Residential  Street  Environment,"  Federal  Highway  Administration,  May  1981 ;  "Environmental  Quality  of  City  Streets;  The 
Residents'  Viewpoint,"  Donald  Appleyard,  Highway  Research  Record  352,  1971;  Traffic  in  Towns,  Colin  Buchanan,  1963:  and  Uvable  Streets. 
Donald  Appleyard,  1981. 
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hours;  this  intersection  has  a  protected  left-turn  (three-phase  signal)  for  westbound  Portola  Drive  traffic 
turning  into  Miraloma-Marne. 

Portola  Drive  and  Kensington  Way  form  a  'T'  intersection  which  permits  right-turns  only  into  and  right-turns 
only  out  of  Kensington  Way.  The  intersection  operates  at  LOS  "A"  for  traffic  turning  right  out  of  Kensington 
Way.  Right-turns  from  Portola  onto  Kensington  are  unimpeded  by  other  traffic  movements. 

TRAFFIC  ACCIDENTS 

Considering  existing  traffic  volumes,  the  general  area  of  the  project  site  has  a  low  accident  frequency  (number 
of  accidents  per  year)  and  rate  (number  per  million  vehicles).  The  City's  Traffic  Engineering  Division 
recorded  two  accidents  at  the  Portola-Laguna  Honda  intersection,  three  accidents  at  the  Portola-Waithman 
intersection,  and  two  accidents  at  the  Ulloa-Waithman  intersection  during  the  five-year  period  of  1981  through 
1985. 

PARKING  CONDITIONS 

Twenty-five  percent  or  less  of  on-street  parking  spaces  appear  to  be  used  on  weekdays  along  the  300-block  of 
Ulloa  Street,  where  parking  is  permitted  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  26  About  25%  of  available  partying 
appears  to  be  used  on  Waithman  Way.  Use  of  parking  on  the  200-block  of  Ulloa  Street  varies,  depending  on  times 
of  day,  but  the  highest  use  occurs  near  Laguna  Honda  Boulevard  (in  front  of  St.  Brendan's  School).  During 
school  release  hours,  more  than  100%  of  the  block's  partying  capacity  is  used  because  some  double-partdng 
occurs;  cars  tend  to  leave  soon  after  school  release  times.  On-street  partying  drops  west  of  the  school.  On 
Sundays,  pari<ing  is  affected  by  attendance  at  area  churches.  Pari<ed  cars  extend  along  most  of  the  200-block  of 
Ulloa  Street  with  fewer  parked  on  the  300-block,  none  of  which  is  associated  with  the  Rrst  Church  of  the 
Nazarene. 

EXISTING  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  SERVICES 

Bus  service  near  the  site  is  provided  by  Muni's  43-Masonic  and  48-Quintara  lines  which  have  stops  on  Portola 


Observations  of  Steve  Colman.  og.  cit.,  at  different  times  throughout  the  day  on  the  following  days:  Monday.  October  5,  1987;  Wednesday, 
October  14.  1987;  Friday.  October  16,  1987;  Sunday,  November  1,  1987;  Sunday,  November  15,  1987;  Friday.  November  11.  1988;  Tuesday. 
March  21,  1989;  Wednesday.  October  11.  1989;  and  Wednesday.  May  2.  1990. 
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Drive  near  Waithman  Way  and  near  Portola  Drive  and  Laguna  Honda  Boulevard.  Both  stops  are  just  over  a  block 
from  the  site.  The  43-iine  uses  Laguna  Honda  Boulevard  and  serves  Fort  Mason,  the  Western  Addition,  the 
Haight,  City  College,  the  Baltx)a  Park  BART  station,  and  southern  neighborhoods.  The  48-line  connects  the  West 
Portal  Muni  Metro  station  (located  about  five  blocks  or  four-tenths  of  a  nnile  fronn  the  site)  to  the  project 
site,  to  Noe  Valley,  San  Francisco  General  Hospital,  the  Mission  District,  the  24th  Street  BART  station,  and 
the  Caltrain  station  at  22nd  Street.  Muni  Metro  lines  K,  L,  and  M  serve  the  West  Portal  and  Laguna  Honda 
stations  which  are  within  walking  distance  of  the  project  site. 

Peak  (commute)  period  passenger  loads  on  both  the  43  and  48  bus  lines  are  moderate  and  allow  almost  all 
passengers  a  seat.  Off-peak  travel  permits  all  passengers  to  be  seated.  Muni  Metro  lines  operate  at  or  near 
capacity  during  the  peak  hour  in  the  project  vicinity. 


PEDESTRIAN  TRAVEL 

Most  pedestrian  activity  in  the  project  area  is  related  to  St.  Brendan's  School.  The  school's  principal 
estimates  that  about  20%  of  the  students  walk  to  school.  Most  pedestrian  activity  occurs  just  before  and  just 
after  school  times.  Pedestrian  activity  during  the  peak  commute  hours  (4:00  to  6:00  PM)  is  lower  than  it  is 
near  the  school  release  time  (2:30  to  3:00  PM). 


C.  NOISE 

This  section  is  based  on  noise  measurements  made  at  six  locations  on  Tuesday,  November  29  and  Thursday, 
December  1, 1988.  27  a  continuous  measurement  was  conducted  for  15  hours  across  Edgehill  Way  from  the 
northern  site  boundary,  and  short,  spot  measurements  were  taken  at  various  times  of  day  at  other  locations  on 
and  near  the  site,  including  on  Waithman  Way,  the  access  driveway  and  bench,  behind  the  church,  and  both  sides 
of  Edgehill  Way.  Measurements  made  on  Edgehill  Way  provide  a  conservative  estimate  of  on-site  exposure  to 
traffic  noise  generated  on  Portola  Drive  due  to  the  direct  line-of-sight  to  that  street;  measurements  made  on 
Waithman  Way  provide  a  conservative  estimate  of  off-site  exposure  to  project-generated  traffic  noise.  The 
measurements  indicate  that  traffic  on  Portola  Drive  dominates  the  noise  environment  of  the  area. 


Noise  measurement  data  are  on  file  at  the  Office  of  EnvironmentaJ  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAJIister  Street  San 
Francisco.    The  fundamental  concepts  of  environmental  acoustics  are  described  in  the  Appendix,  pages  A.18  through  A. 21.  where  noise 
terms  also  are  defined. 
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The  measurements  indicate  that  the  existing  ambient  noise  level  at  the  site  is  in  the  range  of  60  to  65 
decibels  (dBA)  28  outside  upper  floors  of  proposed  homes  (an  L^jn  of  61  dBA)  and  is  below  an  L^p  of  60  dBA 
outside  first  floors.  29  The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  uses 
the       noise  descriptor  to  evaluate  the  compatibility  of  residential  land  uses  with  the  outdoor  noise 
environment.  The  Master  Plan  considers  residential  uses  to  be  compatible  with  outdoor  noise  levels  of  up  to  an 
L(jn  of  60  dBA  with  no  special  noise  insulation  requirements;  if  the  outdoor  L<jn  Is  between  60  and  65  dBA,  the 
Master  Plan  recommends  that  new  development  should  be  undertaken  only  after  a  detailed  analysis  of  noise 
reduction  requirements  is  made  and  needed  noise  insulation  features  are  included  in  the  design. 

The  measurements  also  indicate  that  the  daytime  background  noise  level  is  54  dBA  outside  existing  homes  on 
Edgehill  Way  with  direct  sight-lines  to  the  bench,  47  dBA  outside  on  homes  Rockwood  Court  opposite  the  bench, 
and  48  dBA  along  Waithman  Way  near  the  Ulloa  Street  intersection  below  the  bench.  During  late  night-early 
morning  hours,  the  L(jn  is  as  low  as  48  dBA  on  Edgehill  Way  and  atx)ut  41  dBA  on  Rockwood  Court.  The  difference 
is  due  to  the  fact  that  backyards  of  Rockwood  Court  homes  are  more  shielded  from  noise  generated  on  Portola 
Drive  than  Edgehill  Way  homes  are. 


D.   URBAN  DESIGN 

Except  for  the  existing  church,  the  site  is  undeveloped.  It  is  contiguous  to  single-family  homes  on  three 
sides  and  to  undeveloped.  City-owned  open  space  on  the  fourth  (western)  side. 

The  site's  visual  character  Is  defined  by  topography  and  vegetation,  as  well  as  its  relationship  to  adjacent 
built  and  unbuilt  properties.  The  most  visually  prominent  feature  of  the  site  is  its  exposed  rock  face, 
created  by  quan7ing  which  altered  the  original  landform  and  which  has  been  subjected  to  natural  processes  of 
rock  and  soil  movement  down  the  slope.  The  disturbed  character  of  the  site  contrasts  visually  with  the 
adjacent  City-owned  open  space. 

The  amount  and  type  of  vegetation  growing  on  the  site  varies  with  elevation  and  with  rock  and  soil  conditions. 
The  western  part  of  the  site  generally  is  wooded,  primarily  with  eucalyptus  trees.  Other  evergreen  trees  are 
growing  at  scattered  locations  elsewhere  on  and  near  the  site,  including  around  the  church  and  a  visually 


The  decibel  (dB)  is  a  logarithmic  unit  of  sound  energy  intensity.  Sound  waves,  traveling  outward  from  a  source,  exert  a  force  known  as 
sound  pressure  level  (commonly  called  'sound  level"),  measured  in  decibels.  dBA  represents  the  decibel  con-ected  for  the  variation  in 
frequency  response  of  the  typical  human  ear  at  commonly  encountered  noise  levels. 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  uses  the  L^-  noise  descriptor  to  evaluate  the  compatibility  of  residential  land  uses  with  the  outdoor  noise 
environment.  The  L^p  is  a  single-number  rating  of  the  daily  noise  environment  at  a  given  location,  and  the  calculation  of  tfie 
accounts  for  the  increased  sensitivity  of  people  exposed  to  noise  at  night. 
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prominent  clump  in  the  rear  yards  of  Ulloa  Street  homes  downhill  from  the  site. 

The  existing  church  is  located  on  the  man-made  bench  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  site.  When  viewed  from  the 
south,  the  40-foot  high  steeple  does  not  break  the  profile  of  the  hillside.  Slope  stabilization  measures 
implemented  behind  the  church  are  visible  from  some  on-site  locations.  The  church  building  was  not  rated  by 
the  City's  1976  architectural  survey. 

Due  to  its  location  on  Edgehill  Mountain,  the  site  is  visible  from  nearby  and  more  distant  viewpoints, 
including  from  public  areas  and  developed  residential  neighborhoods  on  lower  elevations  of  Mount  Davidson.  All 
or  part  of  the  site  is  visible  from  intersections  on  or  south  of  Portola  Drive,  such  as  Portola-Rex,  Juanita- 
Rex,  Portola-Marne,  Juanita-Del  Sur,  and  Cavas-Del  Sur.  The  site  is  not  visible  from  upper  elevation  public 
open  space  areas  on  Mount  Davidson  where  trees  or  other  obstructions  block  views  to  the  site;  the  site  cannot 
be  seen  from  the  top  of  Mount  Davidson  which  is  surrounded  by  an  eucalyptus  forest  or  from  pedestrian  paths  on 
non-forested  grassland  areas. 

Representative  views  of  the  site  from  locations  accessible  to  the  public  in  the  surrounding  neighborhood  are 
shown  in  Figures  13, 14,  and  15,  pages  42-44. 

E.  OPEN  SPACE 

The  site  is  adjacent  to  City-owned  open  space  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Pari<  Department. 
Commonly  known  as  Edgehill  Mountain  Open  Space,  the  area  was  acquired  by  the  City  between  1984  and  1985  and  is 
located  on  the  western  side  of  Edgehill  Mountain.  It  contains  mature  eucalyptus  trees,  dense  undergrowth,  and 
footpaths.  There  are  no  signs  which  identify  the  open  space  to  the  public,  and  it  is  believed  that  the  open 
space  currently  attracts  few  users  from  outside  the  immediate  neighborhood.  Public  access  to  the  area  is 
available  from  Kensington  Way,  although  there  are  no  designated  trails  from  Kensington  Way.  Access  to  the  open 
space  from  the  project  site  is  via  a  cut  in  the  fence  separating  the  two  parcels.  According  to  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  staff,  there  are  no  plans  to  develop  the  open  space  area.  ^0 


Telephone  conversation  between  Louise  Niciiols  and  Deborah  Learner,  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Parks  Department.  August  21 .  1990 
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V.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

An  environmental  evaluation  application  for  a  120-bedroom  residential  care  facility  was  filed  by  the  project 
sponsor  on  June  23,  1987  (Case  No.  87.399E).  A  preliminary  Negative  Declaration  was  published  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  April  29,  1988,  and  amended,  May  23  and  July  1 ,  1988  (see  Appendix  A,  page  A-4). 
Upon  appeal  of  that  Negative  Declaration,  in  July,  1988,  the  City  Planning  Commission  adopted  Resolution  1 1393 
which  required  the  preparation  and  identified  the  scope  of  an  EIR  on  that  project.  In  June,  1989,  a  Draft  EIR 
(DEIR)  on  that  project  was  published,  and  in  August,  1989,  the  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  public  hearing 
on  the  DEIR  and  received  written  comments.  The  project  sponsor  subsequently  withdrew  the  residential  care 
facility  application  and  on  Febmary  12,  1990  filed  an  application  for  a  Conditional  Use  permit  to  build  13 
single-family  detached  housing  units  on  the  site  (the  currently  proposed  project).  The  1989  DEIR  assessed 
potential  effects  on  the  environment  in  the  areas  of  geologic,  transportation,  noise,  visual,  open  space,  and 
population  impacts  for  the  prior  residential  care  facility  project,  as  directed  by  Resolution  1 1393.  This  EIR 
addresses  the  same  specific  issues  for  the  currently  proposed  project  and  considered  comments  on  the  1989  DEIR 
relevant  to  this  project  during  preparation.  Not  all  of  the  impacts  presented  in  this  section  are  physical 
environmental  effects  as  defined  by  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Non-physical  effects  are 
included  here  for  informational  purposes  only. 

A.  GEOLOGY 

IMPACTS  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT  ON  THE  PROJECT 

Since  the  church  was  built  in  1960,  portions  of  the  site  have  been  affected  by  landslides  and  rockfalls  on 
several  occasions.  Slope  instability  at  the  site  occurs  in  two  fomns: 

•  Accumulation  of  fine-grained  debris  by  sloughing  or  raveling  of  thinly-bedded  chert  bedrock  and  its 
weathered  soil  overburden. 

•  Rockfalls  of  the  massive  variety  of  chert  bedrock  from  the  steep  bluffs  above  the  central  area  of  the 
site. 

The  raveling  type  of  movement  can  occur  either  gradually,  as  part  of  the  normal  weathering  process,  or  more 
rapidly,  particularly  during  periods  of  high  intensity  rainfall,  such  as  during  the  heavy  storms  of  January, 
1982.  The  end  product  of  this  raveling  is  the  fan-shaped  accumulation  of  soil  and  rock  debris  which  has  formed 
an  "apron"  at  the  toe  of  much  of  the  existing  slope.  This  type  of  slope  movement  can  result  in  nuisances  and 

-45- 


V.  Environmental  Impacts 


require  long-term  maintenance  rather  than  endangering  life  or  safety. 

According  to  Dames  &  Moore,  rockfalls,  consisting  of  up  to  tens  of  cubic  yards  of  large  masses,  can  occur 
suddenly  and  without  warning,  particularly  during  periods  of  heavy  rainfall  and/or  major  seismic  events.  Such 
movements  can  damage  or  threaten  structures  or  human  safety.  3'' 

Development  of  the  site  would  need  to  take  both  these  types  of  geologic  hazards  into  account. 
IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROJECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

Rockfalls  and  landslides  would  be  expected  to  occur  in  the  future  with  or  without  project  implementation.  The 
project  could  increase  instability  through  excavation  of  or  construction  on  the  site's  existing  slopes. 

SLOPE  STABILIZATION  MEASURES 

As  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  Chapter  III,  Project  Description,  pages  15-24,  the  proposed  project  would 
include  a  combination  of  protective  walls  and/or  fences  and  slope  stabilization  measures  to  reduce  the  types  of 
slope  instability  found  on  the  site  ~  rockfalls  and  raveling/sloughing.  The  rock  stabilization  techniques 
proposed  have  been  used  widely  and  successfully  to  ensure  against  massive  rockfalls  at  similar  sites  they 
consist  of: 

•  Removing  loosened  rock  masses  from  steep  portions  of  the  slope,  installing  rock  bolts  and  wire  mesh; 

•  Scaling  slope  of  loose  material,  including  boulders  which  have  already  fallen  from  the  rock  exposures; 

•  Flattening  steep  portions  of  the  slope  crest; 

•  Draping  slope  with  wire  mesh  secured  to  slope;  and 

•  Constructing  a  catchment  wall  at  the  toe  of  the  slope. 


31 
32 


300  Ulloa  Street  Residential  Care  Facility  Draft  EIR,  Case  No.  87.399E  (on  previous  project),  June  30,  1989. 
Ray  Rice,  Dames  &  Moore. 
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Surface  drainage  facilities  proposed  by  the  project  would  collect  runoff  on  tfie  site  and  divert  flows  away  from 
tfie  rear  yards  of  properties  adjacent  to  the  southern  site  boundary.  The  introduction  of  building  and  paved 
surfaces  on  the  site  would  reduce  surface  water  infiltration  and  would  result  in  a  decreased  contribution  of 
groundwater  to  the  observed  seeps  and  damp  conditions  at  adjacent  downslope  properties.  Groundwater 
encountered  during  construction  in  the  extreme  southern  part  of  the  site  would  be  intercepted  with  the  proposed 
drainage  system  and  diverted  from  this  area.  The  proposed  alterations  to  surface  and  subsurface  drainage  and 
seepage  conditions  would  improve  slope  stability. 


SEQUENCE  OF  SLOPE  STABILIZATION 

The  possibility  of  rockfalls  occurring  during  construction  would  depend  on  the  sequence  of  tasks  to  stabilize 
the  hillside.  Potential  off-site  impacts  on  downhill  properties  would  be  minimized  by  implementing  more 
hazardous  measures  first,  such  as  removing  large  unstable  rock  masses  and  shaping  the  crest  of  the  thinly- 
bedded  chert,  followed  by  installing  rock  bolts  and  covering  the  slope  with  wire  mesh.  The  proposed  catchment 
wall  would  be  built  last  so  that  rocks  dislodged  while  stabilizing  the  slope  would  not  expose  construction 
workers  to  unnecessary  danger. 

Stabilization  is  proposed  to  begin  by  removing  existing  vegetation  and  loose  boulders  on  vertical  slopes  by 
hand.  The  crest  of  the  slope  in  Area  C  would  be  flattened  where  it  is  oversteepened  or  overhanging,  and 
removing  the  roots  of  trees  growing  on  the  western  part  of  the  site  would  be  intended  to  reduce  raveling  of  the 
slope.  In  order  to  remove  boulders,  laborers  would  be  located  on  a  platform  attached  to  a  crane  operated  at 
the  base  of  the  slope  or  lowered  by  ropes  from  the  top  of  the  slope.  If  required,  large  blocks  would  be  broken 
up  using  a  portable  hydraulic  jackhammer  and  removed  using  a  clam-shell  bucket  from  the  mobile  crane.  The 
extent  of  boulder  removal  has  not  been  estimated  yet  but  would  be  evaluated  concurrently  by  an  engineer  and 
engineering  geologist  during  field  inspections.  Upon  completion  of  this  task,  the  remaining  outcrop  is 
expected  to  consist  of  stable  material  similar  to  the  conditions  exposed  behind  the  church. 

Rock  bolts  would  be  installed  from  the  crane-operated  platform.  Ten-  to  fifteen-foot  deep  holes  would  be 
drilled  into  the  rock  face,  an  anchor  bolt  would  be  inserted  in  the  drill  hole  and  cemented  in  place,  and  a 
cover  plate  and  tension  bolts  would  be  attached  to  the  remainder  of  the  anchor  bolt  protruding  from  the  rock. 
The  specific  locations  where  rock  bolts  would  be  installed  within  Area  A  (Figure  5,  page  16)  have  not  been 
determined  at  this  preliminary  design  stage.  They  would  be  selected  by  the  project  engineering  geologist  after 
the  rock  mass  has  been  scaled  of  loose  materials,  based  on  the  condition  of  the  rock  mass,  orientation,  and 
spacing  of  fractures  exposed  on  the  face. 
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Wire  mesh  draped  over  the  rock  face  would  be  secured  by  drilled  anchor  bolts.  Anchor  bolts  would  be  installed 
around  the  perimeter  of  the  rock  mass  and  at  selected  locations  within  the  area  of  the  wire  mesh  drape.  An 
example  of  this  technique  is  visible  on  the  slope  behind  the  existing  church  at  the  eastern  end  of  the  site 
(Figure  7-B,  page  18). 

Two  other  measures  once  considered  for  the  site  by  the  sponsor  have  since  been  deleted  from  the  project.  One 
was  to  place  gunite  on  the  slope,  and  the  other  was  to  stabilize  Edgehill  Way.  A  location  in  San  Francisco 
where  gunite  has  been  used  is  the  hillside  at  17th  and  Clayton  Streets.  Gunite  can  be  used  to  reduce  water 
penetration  and,  thus,  minimize  deterioration  of  the  slope.  Saturated  slopes  are  susceptible  to  landsliding, 
and  one  principal  concern  about  stability  problems  at  the  site  is  the  potential  for  landsliding  during  periods 
of  prolonged  and/or  intense  rainfall.  The  eariier  proposal  to  use  gunite  at  the  site  was  replaced  with  the 
proposed  use  of  wire  mesh  in  order  to  permit  landscaping  to  be  planted  on  the  slope.  Stabilization  of  Edgehill 
Way  was  proposed  previously  when  part  of  the  site  along  Edgehill  Way  was  considered  for  development. 
Stabilization  of  Edgehill  Way  would  not  be  required  to  reduce  potential  rockfalls  and,  thus,  would  not  be 
included  as  part  of  the  project.  Part  of  the  slope  northwest  of  the  site  on  305  Edgehill  Way  property  would  be 
stabilized  as  part  of  the  project.  The  sponsor  would  need  to  receive  formal  authorization  from  those  adjacent 
property  owners  who  have  agreed  in  concept  to  the  proposed  stabilization. 

It  is  difficult  to  estimate  the  duration  of  rock  bolts  and  wire  mesh  because  site-specific  conditions,  such  as 

climate  or  the  configuration  of  a  specific  slope,  vary.  The  rock  bolt  and  wire  mesh  system  would  be  intended 

to  function  for  the  life  expectancy  of  the  project.  Deterioration  of  the  wire  would  be  apparent  visually,  due 

to  sagging  of  wire  mesh  or  displacement  of  vegetation,  whereupon  the  mesh  would  be  repaired.  A  maintenance 

program  would  be  implemented  as  part  of  project  development.  The  program  would  include  funds  (an  amount  as  yet 

unspecified)  for  periodic  inspection  of  the  stabilization  system  and  for  removal  of  debris  accumulated  behind 

the  wall,  as  required.  In  addition,  the  drainage  facilities  would  be  inspected  on  a  regular  basis  and  cleared 

of  debris,  as  required  to  maintain  their  function.  Details  of  the  maintenance  and  inspection  programs  have  not 

been  defined.  The  program  would  be  developed  by  the  project  sponsor.  The  homeowners'  association  for  the 

project  would  be  responsible  for  its  implementation. 


DIFFERENCE  OF  EXPERT  OPINION 

Two  geotechnical  consultants,  Don  Hillebrandt  Associates  and  Dames  &  Moore,  have  evaluated  the  feasibility  of 
site  stabilization  for  the  project  site  for  a  variety  of  purposes  and  projects  since  1978.  They  have  expressed 
different  opinions  concerning  several  aspects  of  site  stabilization  scenarios,  including  the  source  of 
instability  (whether  surficial  or  deep-seated),  adequacy  of  existing  data  to  develop  stabilization  schemes,  and 
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details  and  anticipated  costs  of  stabilization  alternatives.  The  following  discussion  outlines  the 

stabilization  approaches  suggested  by  these  two  consultants  over  the  years  and  summarizes  their  opinions  on  the 

measures  listed  above. 

Don  Hillebrandt  Associates 

Two  different  general  approaches  to  site  development  were  identified  and  evaluated  qualitatively  in  June,  1981 , 
for  a  proposed  condominium  development.  ^3  jhe  first  approach  would  attempt  to  stabilize  the  hillside  and 
prevent  additional  slide  activity.  The  second  approach  would  not  attempt  to  stabilize  the  hillside  but 
accommodate  future  rockfalls  and  sloughing/raveling  by  building  a  protective  wall  and  fence  system  which  it  was 
determined  possibly  would  fail  but  would  protect  life  and  occupied  building  space. 

The  first  approach  was  judged  to  be  difficult  and  dangerous  because  of: 

•  The  height  of  the  slope  and  its  steepness. 

•  The  existing  vegetation,  including  trees,  which  is  dense  at  some  locations. 

•  The  large  percentage  of  the  steep  hillside  not  within  the  limits  of  the  site. 

The  second  approach  was  recommended  to  be  used.  It  would  consist  of: 

•  Protective  walls  and  fences  at  the  toe  of  the  slope,  varying  in  size,  extent,  and  location  according  to 
site-specific  conditions. 

•  At  least  one,  possibly  two,  protective  fences  across  the  slope  at  selected  locations. 

•  Landscaping  with  deep-rooted  plants  at  selected  locations. 

•  Setbacks  between  the  slope  and  walls  and  between  the  walls  and  development. 

•  Construction  of  rear  building  walls  as  reinforced  stnjctures. 

•  Periodic  cleaning  behind  the  walls  in  addition  to  appropriate  maintenance  and  repair  work. 

Reinforced  protective  walls  were  recommended  to  be  approximately  ten  feet  high,  from  one  and  one-half  to  three 
feet  thick,  and  topped  with  chain  link  fencing.  Walls  were  recommended  to  be  set  back  five  to  fifteen  feet 
from  the  toe  of  the  slope,  and  buildings  were  recommended  to  be  set  back  another  fifteen  to  forty  feet  for  a 
total  distance  of  fifteen  to  fifty-five  feet  between  the  toe  and  buildings. 


Preliminary  Geotechnical  Investigation.  Don  Hillebrandt  Associates,  June,  1981.  As  noted  in  Chapter  IV,  the  reports  and  assoaated 
letters  which  have  been  prepared  for  this  and  prior  development  proposals  are  available  for  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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In  1987,  a  two-phased  stabilization  program  for  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  church  structure,  as  well  as  the 
remainder  of  the  site,  was  proposed,  the  first  of  which  was  implemented.  The  Phase  1  stabilization  completed 
behind  the  church  was  reviewed,  and  comments  were  made  on  Phase  2  to  follow.  34  During  Phase  1  large  rocks 
were  removed,  loose  materials  were  scaled,  rock  bolts  and  wire  mesh  were  installed,  and  a  retaining  wall  was 
built  between  the  slope  and  church.  Phase  2  stabilization/protective  measures  to  be  completed  in  the  area  west 
of  the  church  generally  would  be  similar  to  those  performed  for  Phase  1  except  on  a  much  larger  scale.  Heavily 
reinforced  fences  would  be  built  across  the  entire  slope,  a  protective  wall  probably  would  be  built  at  the  toe 
of  the  slope,  buildings  would  be  set  back  ten  to  fifteen  feet  from  the  wall,  and  rear  walls  of  development 
would  be  designed  as  heavily  reinforced  retaining  walls.  It  was  concluded  that  "if  properly  designed 
stabilizing  measures  are  installed  on  the  slopes  and  appropriate  protective  measures  are  incorporated  into  the 
design  (generally  as  described  above),  the  existing  graded  pad  at  the  site  is  suitable  for  planned 
development".  Phase  2  was  not  subsequently  implemented. 

In  June,  1988  comments  on  the  then-proposed  residential  care  facility,  setbacks  of  ten  to  fifteen  feet  between 
the  toe  and  reinforced  wall  and  ten  to  fifteen  feet  between  the  wall  and  building  were  discussed,  as  was  the 
recommendation  that  "several  additional  heavily  reinforced  protection  fences  would  have  to  be  installed"  across 
part  of  the  slope.  35  jhe  setback  was  recommended  to  provide  a  buffer  zone  "necessary  because  it  is  virtually 
impossible  to  completely  stabilize  the  entire  hillside".  In  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Hillebrandt,  because  of  the 
potential  for  a  large  rockfall  during  prolonged  winter  rains  and/or  a  moderate  to  strong  earthquake,  even  if 
elaborate  slope  stabilization  measures  were  to  be  implemented,  a  large  rockfall  could  severely  damage  a  heavily 
reinforced  wall  and  deposit  rock  and  debris  in  the  "buffer  zone". 


Dames  &  Moore 

In  a  1978  consultation  to  the  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene  regarding  a  recent  rockfall,  it  was  concluded  "that 
there  is  no  practical  means  of  precluding  future  rockfalls  and  that  work  should  be  implemented  to  minimize  the 
hazard  from  potential  future  falls".  36  Recommended  measures  consisted  of: 

•       Removing  loose  rock  masses  from  dangerous  zones  (work  should  take  place  before  other  actions). 


Letter  of  Donald  Hillebrandt  to  Reverend  Fred  Forster,  September  23,  1987. 

Letter  of  Donald  Hillebrandt  to  Elbert  Wilson,  Jr.  (Neighborhood  Action  Coordinator,  Opposition  to  the  300  Ulloa  Project  Neighborhood 
Group),  June  7.  1988. 

Slope  Stabilization  Investigation,  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene,  Dames  &  Moore,  August,  1978. 
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•  Reconstructing  a  concrete  block  wall  which  had  been  damaged  by  a  rockfall  with  a  buttress,  possibly  with 
compacted  earth  fill,  on  the  front. 

•  Clearing  a  five-foot-wide  space  behind  the  retaining  wall  to  enlarge  the  catchment  area. 

•  Removing  trees  from  the  top  of  the  slope  where  root  growth  could  cause  progressive  slope  deterioration  and 
rockfalls. 

•  Reconstructing,  reinforcing,  and  extending  chain  link  fences. 

•  Relocating  the  nursery  school  playground. 

The  church  subsequently  was  unable  to  find  a  contractor  to  perform  the  work,  and  the  measures  were  not 
implemented,  except  for  relocation  of  the  play  area  farther  west  from  the  church  (Figure  1 ,  page  9  shows  the 
relocated  play  area). 

In  1979,  subsequent  consultation  for  the  church  provided  recommendations  which  reiterated  that  the  intent  would 
not  be  to  "retain  the  hillside  but  to  accommodate  potential  future  rockfalls  by  a  fence  system  that  might  yield 
but  still  protect  life  and  occupied  building  space".  37  Recommendations  consisted  of: 

•  Clearing  the  area  immediately  behind  the  retaining  wall  of  bmsh  and  debris  to  provide  a  larger  catchment 
area. 

•  Reconstructing  the  western  end  of  the  retaining  wall  and  adding  chain  link  fencing  on  top. 

•  Repairing  and  extending  chain  link  fences  upslope  of  the  retaining  wall. 

•  Constructing  an  independent  wall  adjacent  to  the  northwest  corner  of  the  church  between  the  existing  fence 
and  structure. 

In  1987,  the  area  behind  the  church  was  stabilized  in  the  Phase  1  program  by  Soil  Engineering  Constnjction, 
Inc.,  reviewed  by  Mr.  Hillebrandt.  Subsequently,  a  construction  program  was  recommended  by  Dames  &  Moore  for 
the  then-proposed  residential  care  fadlity  to  stabilize  the  remaining  area  west  of  the  church.  The 
construction  program  consisted  of:  38 

•  Flattening  the  top  of  existing  slopes. 

f  Removing  loose  rock  masses  and  rock  bolting  the  remaining  rock  mass. 

•  Removing  partially  buried  chert  boulders. 

•  Stabilizing,  probably  underpinning,  Edgehill  Way. 


Supplementary  Report.  Slope  Hazards  Investigation.  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene.  Dames  &  Moore,  October.  1979 

Letter  of  Joseph  Jeno  and  John  Theissen,  Dames  &  Moore,  to  Ivan  Christie.  Office  of  EnvironmentaJ  Review.  Department  of  City  Planning. 
June  7.  1988,  referring  to  letter  of  November,  1987. 
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•  Controlling  erosion  and  shallow  sloughing  in  the  western  area  by  creating  a  gradual  slope,  scaling  the 
surface  to  remove  weaker  materials,  and  covering  the  slope  with  wire  mesh. 

•  Providing  a  catchment  wall  at  the  base  of  the  slope  to  intercept  smaller  rocks  and  eroded  material  which 
might  roll  down  the  slopes. 

In  1988,  Dames  &  Moore  noted  that  "due  to  the  risk  to  structures  above  and  below  the  slope  ...  a  slope 
stabilization  program  would  be  preferable  to  leaving  the  slope  in  its  present  unstable  state".  ^9  Dames  & 
Moore  stated  that  the  existing  slope  would  require  stabilization  work  and  concluded  that  "construction  can  be 
accomplished  using  equipment  and  techniques  available  at  this  time,  as  evidenced  by  the  recent  slope 
stabilization  program  which  was  completed  for  the  adjacent  church".  It  also  was  noted  that  the  project  sponsor 
had  obtained  an  understanding  with  the  adjacent  property  owners  on  Edgehill  Way  to  stabilize  those  locations. 
Because  the  residential  care  facility  was  in  preliminary  planning  stages,  it  was  stated  that  final  design  of 
specific  slope  stabilization  measures  would  "meet  the  static  and  seismic  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code  and  such  additional  requirements  which  might  be  proposed  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection". 
In  addition,  building  setbacks  were  discussed  In  response  to  the  20-foot  setback  mentioned  in  the  Preliminary 
Negative  Declaration.      While  building  setback  criteria  had  not  been  provided  at  that  time,  it  was  noted 
that  setbacks  specified  in  June,  1981  (by  Don  Hillebrandt  Associates)  were  for  non-stabilized  slopes.  Later  in 
June,  1988,  minimum  setbacks  of  ten  feet  from  a  new  toe  of  the  slope  were  recommended.      The  pending  single- 
family  housing  project  would  provide  a  minimum  setback  of  34  feet  between  a  5-  to  12-foot  high  catchment  wall 
(below  stabilized  slopes)  and  residential  structures. 


SUMMARY  OF  OPINIONS 

Failure  Mechanisms/Adequacy  of  Data 

Don  Hillebrandt  Associates  questions  the  deep-seated  stability  of  the  hillside.  Concerns  focus  on  the  overall 
stability  of  the  hillside  during  prolonged  winter  rains  and/or  a  moderate  to  strong  seismic  event.  Mr. 
Hillebrandt  believes  that  existing  data  are  inadequate  to  assess  overall  stability  or  to  identify  meaningful 
measures  to  address  conditions  present  on  the  site. 

39  Ibid. 

Preliminary  Negative  Declaration,  April  29,  1988,  as  amended  on  May  23  and  July  1,  1988. 

^    Letter  of  Raymond  Rice  and  John  Theissen,  Dames  &  Moore,  to  Ivan  Christie,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning, 
June  24,  1988. 

Letter  of  DonaJd  H.  Hillebrandt  to  Carolyn  A.  Johnston,  Monison  &  Foerster,  July  27,  1989,  submitted  to  the  City  Planning  Department  as 
comments  on  the  300  Ulloa  Street  Residential  Care  Facility,  June.  1989  Draft  EIR  (Case  No.  87.399E). 
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Dames  &  Moore  reports  that  the  types  of  slope  failures  which  have  occurred  on  the  site  in  the  past  and  are 
expected  in  the  future  represent  surficial  slope  instability,  not  deep-seated  failures.  Major  or  massive 
movements  typical  of  deep-seated  failures  have  not  been  experienced  at  the  site  and  are  not  anticipated  in  the 
future  except,  perhaps,  during  a  very  large  earthquake.      Dames  &  Moore's  observations  at  the  site  after  the 
moderate  October,  1989  earthquake  support  this  conclusion.  ^  Deep-seated  slope  failures  commonly  occur  along 
adversely-oriented  clay  "seams"  which  lose  strength  when  water  pressure  in  the  soil  structure  is  increased. 
When  these  clay  seams  are  oriented  downward  and  out  toward  the  slope  face,  they  facilitate  nnovement  of  the 
overlying  material.  Mapping  of  the  slope  in  August,  1987  showed  that  the  contact  between  the  thinly  bedded 
chert  and  the  massive  chert  dips  into  the  hillside  at  approximately  a  30-degree  angle  from  horizontal.  A  deep- 
seated  slope  failure  between  the  thin  and  massive  chert  along  the  intervening  clays  would  be  unlikely,  if  not 
impossible,  due  to  the  orientation  of  the  plane  of  weakness  between  the  two  rock  units. 

Dames  &  Moore  believes  that  the  geologic  structural  data  developed  by  field  observations,  measurements,  and 
mapping  are  appropriate  for  evaluation  of  slope  stabilization  scenarios  and  that  it  is  impractical  to  attempt 
to  obtain  subsurface  geotechnical  data,  for  example  by  drilling,  due  to  the  extreme  steepness  of  the  rock 
slope. 


Details  and  Costs  of  Stabilization  Alternatives 


Don  Hillebrandt  Associates'  stabilization  program  relies  on  a  system  of  heavily  reinforced  walls  and  fences 
coupled  with  relatively  large  (15  to  55  feet)  setbacks  of  structures  from  the  slope  to  provide  protection  for 
proposed  development.  The  anticipated  costs  for  elatxjrate  stabilization  measures  were  very  roughly  estimated 
to  range  between  $2,000,000  and  $5,000,000. 

Dames  &  Moore's  approach  recommends  stabilizing  the  steeply  sloping  parts  of  the  site  by  remtoving  unstable  rock 
masses  and  installing  rock  bolt  and  wire  mesh  support  systems  coupled  with  a  reinforced  concrete  catchment  wall 
and  minimum  34-foot  setbacks  of  structures.  The  estimated  cost,  based  on  discussions  with  the  contractor  who 
performed  the  Phase  1  stabilization  program  behind  the  church,  is  about  $644,000.  '^^ 


Slope  Hazard  investigation.  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene.  Dames  &  Moore,  1978. 

Memorandum  to  Louise  Nichols  from  Ray  Rice,  Dames  &  Moore,  October  27,  1989.  As  noted  previously,  this  memorandum  describes 
observations  made  on  October  22,  1989  and  is  accompanied  by  site  photographs. 

This  is  explained  in  more  detail  in  'Memorandum  to  Louise  Nichols  from  Dan  Martin  and  Ray  Rice,  Dames  &  Moore,  June  1 1.  1990"  on  file  at 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Frandsco. 

Letter  of  Donald  Hillebrandt  to  Barbara  Sahm  and  Ivan  Christie.  July  6,  1988. 

Letter  to  Louise  Nichols  from  Ray  Rice,  Dames  &  Moore,  January  30,  1990.  This  letter  contains  information  supporting  the  cost  estimate 
and  is  available  for  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Franasco. 
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Review  of  Building  Plans 

Final  building  plans  for  the  project,  including  slope  stabilization  plans  and  geotechnical  studies,  would  be 
reviewed  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  as  part  of  the  building  permit  process. 

In  reviewing  building  plans,  the  BBI  refers  to  a  variety  of  information  sources  to  determine  existing  hazards 
and  assess  requirements  for  mitigation.  Sources  reviewed  include  maps  of  Special  Geologic  Study  Areas  and 
known  landslide  areas  in  San  Francisco,  as  well  as  building  inspectors'  working  knowledge  of  areas  of  special 
geologic  concern.  The  geotechnical  investigation(s)  prepared  for  the  site  and  the  project  would  be  available 
for  use  by  the  BBI  during  its  review  of  building  permits  for  the  site.  The  BBI  could  require  that  additional 
site-specific  soils  reports  be  prepared  In  conjunction  with  permit  applications,  as  needed.  In  addition,  the 
BBI  has  the  right  to  impose  additional  measures  it  may  feel  necessary  to  ensure  that  the  project  can  be 
constructed  safely.  The  BBI  also  has  the  right  to  revoke  the  project's  use  permit  at  any  time  in  the  future  if 
it  believes  that  the  lives  of  people  on  the  site  are  in  danger  as  a  result  of  an  inefficient  slope 
stabilization  maintenance  program. 


B.  TRANSPORTATION.  CIRCULATION.  AND  PARKING 

As  noted  previously,  a  transportation  study  has  been  prepared  on  the  project  and  is  available  for  review. 

This  section  summarizes  the  results  of  that  study.  | 

TRIP  GENERATION  | 

The  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers'  (ITE)  updated  Trip  Generation  report  estimates  that  single-family  j 
homes  generate  approximately  ten  vehicle  trip  ends  per  day  in  suburiDan  areas.  In  San  Francisco  studies,  a  trip 
generation  rate  of  7.5  vehicle  trip  ends  typically  is  used.  However,  the  ten  vehicle  trip  end  (VTE)  per  day  i 
rate  has  been  used  in  this  EIR  for  two  reasons.  First,  the  proposed  hcuses  are  large  and  would  only  be 
affordable  by  upper  income  families;  higher  income  families  typically  make  more  trips  than  lower  income 

I 


'Traffic  Study,  300  Ulloa  Street  Single  Family  Homes  Project,  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco,  A  Report  to  the  Department  of  City 
Planning",  DKS  Associates,  June  5,  1990.  As  noted  above,  this  study  is  available  for  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review, 
Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco.  Appendix  B,  page  A.  14,  also  contains  additional  transportation 
information. 
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families.  Second,  a  traffic  count  conducted  on  Edgehill  Way  (adjacent  to  the  proposed  project  site)  indicated 
that  the  30  to  32  homes  on  this  looped  street  generate  302  to  325  VTE  per  average  weekday  --  a  trip  generation 
rate  of  almost  exactly  1 0  VTE  per  home  per  day. 

The  project's  total  daily  trip  generation  would  be  130  vehicle  trips  on  an  average  day.  Peak  hour  trip 
generation  rates  would  be  about  11%  to  12%  of  the  daily  total  and,  based  on  the  traffic  counts  conducted  on 
Edgehill  Way,  would  occur  between  4:15  and  5:15  PM  on  an  average  weekday.  The  directional  split  (inbound 
versus  outbound)  would  be  two-thirds  in  and  one-third  out.  Thus,  during  the  PM  peak  hour,  there  would  be  about 
14  VTE  generated  by  the  proposed  project  (9  trips  in  and  5  trips  out).  This  assumes  that  all  units  are 
occupied.  The  trip  generation  rate  includes  trips  by  residents,  visitors,  service  vehicles,  and  all  other 
types  of  vehicles. 


PROJECT  TRIP  DISTRIBUTION 

Vehicle  trip  distribution  of  project-generated  traffic  was  estimated  by  observing  turning  movements  at  neartDy 
intersections,  identifying  trip  generators  and  attractors  (job  locations,  stores,  etc.),  and  accounting  for  the 
effects  of  Ulloa  Street  as  a  one-way  street  on  circulation  patterns. 

Based  on  the  above  factors,  an  estimated  75%  of  the  inbound  traffic  would  approach  the  project  site  from 
Portola  Drive  westbound,  turning  right  on  Waithman  Way,  and  25%  of  project  traffic  would  approach  the  site  from 
the  west,  using  the  300-block  of  Ulloa  Street.  (Please  see  Figure  1 ,  page  9,  for  reference.)  Outbound  from 
the  site,  55%  of  the  traffic  would  use  Waithman  Way,  making  a  right-turn  on  Portola  Drive,  and  45%  of  project 
traffic  would  tum  left  and  use  the  200-bock  of  Ulloa  Street  to  reach  Laguna  Honda  Boulevard. 


PROJECT-GENERATED  TRAFFIC  IMPACTS 
Levels  of  Service  with  Project  Traffic 

The  traffic  impacts  of  the  project  are  shown  in  Table  2,  page  56.  The  only  change  in  the  volume/capacity  ratio 
would  occur  at  the  Portola-Laguna  Honda  intersection  where  project  traffic  would  increase  the  volume/capacity 
ratio  by  0.01 ,  an  amount  which  would  be  imperceptible  to  motorists.  No  intersection  levels  of  service  would 


Based  on  counts  conducted  Sunday.  November  12,  1988  through  Tuesday,  November  15,  1988,  Traffic  Study.  300  Ulloa  Street  Elderly 
Residential  Project  (Residential  Care  Facility),  City  &  County  of  San  Francisco,  A  Report  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning',  DKS 
Associates. 
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TABLE  2 

Existing,  Project,  and  Cumulative  Traffic  Impacts 
PM  Peak  IHour  aJ  Level  of  Service  b/  (V/C  ratio)  on  an  Average  Weekday 


Scenario 


Intersection  of  Portola  Drive  with: 

Laguna  Honda  Miraloma/  Kensington 
Boulevard  c/     Marne  c/  Way  d/ 


Existing  (1987-1988)  D  (0.83)  B  (0.62)  A  (b/) 

Existing  +  Project  D  (0.84)  B  (0.62)  A  (b/) 
Cumulative  Impacts: 

1997  Without  Project  E/F  (1.02)  C  (0.76)  B  (b/) 

1997  With  Project  E/F    (1.02)       C      (0.76)       B  (b/) 

a/     A  peak  hour  of  5:00  to  6:00  PM  was  used  for  this  analysis  because  it  is  the  time  of  greatest  traffic  volumes  in  the  vicinity, 
b/     See  Table  A-2,  page  A.  1 7,  for  Level  of  Service  definitions, 
c/     Circular  212  Planning  Method  for  signalized  intersections. 

d/     Using  1985  Capacity  Manual  (Chapter  10)  for  unsignalized  intersection  'reserve  capacity"  method.  Volume/capacity  ratios  are  not  used 
for  unsignalized  intersections. 

Source:  DKS  Associates 


change  as  a  result  of  project-generated  traffic.  During  mid-day  and  evening  off-peak  times,  when  service 
levels  would  be  better  than  those  presented  in  Table  2,  page  56,  the  effects  of  project-generated  traffic  would 
be  less  than  during  peak  hours. 


Traffic  Impacts  on  the  Residential  Environment 

Neighbors  of  the  site  have  expressed  concern  about  the  project  adding  traffic  to  the  200-block  of  Ulloa  Street 
between  Waithman  Way  and  Laguna  Honda  Boulevard,  the  primary  location  where  parents  drop-off  or  pick-up 
students  at  St.  Brendan's  School.  Although  the  average  daily  traffic  on  the  200-block  of  Ulloa  Street  of  1 ,081 
vehicles  is  considered  low  compared  to  many  other  residential  streets  in  San  Francisco,  short  peaks  occur  when 
parents  transporting  children  arrive  at  or  leave  the  school.  During  these  peaks,  limited  street  frontage  for 
parking  or  waiting  vehicles  also  contributes  to  traffic  delays. 
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During  a  24-hour  weekday  period,  the  project  would  generate  an  estimated  130  vehicle  trips,  half  of  which  would 
be  inbound  (65)  and  half  outbound  (65).  During  the  peak  traffic  generating  hour  of  the  project  (which  would 
occur  Sonne  time  between  4:15  and  5:15  PM),  14  vehicle  trips  would  be  generated  --  9  inbound  (to  the  site)  and  5 
outbound  (from  the  site).  Only  outbound  traffic  leaving  the  site  (none  inbound)  could  use  the  200-block  of 
Ulloa  Street,  since  it  is  one-way,  and,  of  all  outbound  traffic,  45%  would  be  expected  to  use  this  block  (with 
the  other  55%  using  Waithman  Way).  Of  the  approximately  29  daily  vehicle  trips  the  project  is  expected  to  add 
to  the  200-block  of  Ulloa  Street,  about  5  or  6  vehicle  trips  would  be  added  during  the  peak  school  hour  of  2:30 
to  3:30  PM  on  a  school  day.  Additional  trips  attributable  to  the  project  which  might  be  made  on  the  alley 
between  Ulloa  Street  and  Portola  Drive  have  not  been  estimated;  the  increase  would  not  be  statistically 
significant  on  a  daily  basis  but  could  be  noticeable  to  adjacent  residents. 

The  maximum  number  of  vehicles  acceptable  in  a  residential  environment  is  a  subjective,  psychological  value 
which  is  not  well  understood.  The  science  of  traffic  engineering  is  based  on  measurement  of  project's  traffic 
impacts  using  observable  quantities  that  can  be  established  by  scientific  methods.  Objectively  establishing 
"how  much  traffic  is  too  much"  whictr  relates  to  traffic  volumes  at  acceptable  operating  conditions  relative  to 
intersection  capacity  may  be  different  from  a  resident's  intuitive  perception  of  "how  much  traffic  is  too 
much".  The  latter  depends  on  how  people  value  such  intangibles  as  quiet  and  perceived  safety;  such  perceptions 
and  valuations  may  vary  not  only  from  one  person  to  another  but  from  one  location  to  another  and  also  may 
change  over  a  period  of  time. 

There  is  general  agreement  in  the  transportation  profession  that  there  is  a  threshold  between  acceptable  and 
unacceptable  levels  of  traffic  to  maintain  a  residential  character  on  a  street,  but  there  is  no  widely  used 
procedure  to  indicate  whether  an  increment  of  new  traffic  on  a  street  would  or  would  not  be  noticeable  to 
residents.  One  methodology  which  professes  to  provide  this  type  of  evaluation  is  the  TIRE  Index  method 
(Traffic  Infusion  in  a  Residential  Environment)  invented  by  Donald  Goodrich.  According  to  documentation 
provided  by  Mr.  Goodrich: 

TIRE  is  a  numerical  representation  of  a  resident's  perception  of  the  effect  of  street  traffic  on 
activities  such  as  walking,  cycling  and  playing,  and  on  daily  tasks  such  as  maneuvering  an  auto  out  of  a 
residential  driveway.  TIRE  is  expressed  by  index  values  that  range  from  zero,  representing  the  least 
effect  of  traffic,  to  five,  representing  the  severest  effect ...  any  traffic  change  that  would  cause  an 
index  change  of  0.1  or  more  would  be  noticeable  to  street  residents. 

No  documentation  is  available  to  explain  how  the  TIRE  index  values  were  derived  or  how  the  threshold  of 
noticeability  was  determined.      In  response  to  neighborhood  concerns,  an  evaluation  of  traffic  impacts 
generated  by  the  project  was  made  using  the  TIRE  methodology.  The  results  show  that  neither  the  200-  nor  300- 


Telephone  conversation  between  Steve  Colman,  DKS  Associates,  and  Donald  Goodrich,  December  19.  1988. 
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bock  of  Ulloa  Street  would  be  affected  by  noticeable  increase  in  traffic,  although,  as  of  the  1988  counts,  the 
200-block  of  Ulloa  Street  is  near  the  threshold  volume  of  traffic  where  a  street  loses  its  residential 
character,  according  to  this  methodology,  regardless  of  whether  the  proposed  project  is  developed.  5'' 


CUMULATIVE  DEVELOPMENT 


There  are  currently  no  new  development  proposals  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project.  An  historical  trend  in 
"background  traffic  growth"  on  Portola  Drive  was  developed  assuming  a  consen/atively  high  scenario  of  a 
cumulative  annual  growth  rate  of  2.2%  per  year.  By  applying  a  straight-line  growth  factor  of  22%,  peak  Portola 
Drive  volumes  were  escalated  from  1987  to  1997  values.  This  is  likely  to  represent  a  conservative  estimate, 
since  growth  in  San  Francisco  is  likely  to  occur  at  a  lower  rate  in  the  1987-1997  period  than  occurred  in  the 
1981-1987  period,  due  to  passage  of  Proposition  M. 

The  analysis  indicates  that,  as  shown  in  Table  2,  regardless  of  whether  the  project  is  built,  the  Portola 
Drive-Laguna  Honda  Boulevard  intersection  would  operate  at  LOS  "EJF"  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  Portola  Drive  at 
the  Miraloma-Mame  and  Kensington  intersections  would  be  expected  to  operate  at  LOS  "C"  and  "B", 
respectively. 


LOCALIZED  TRAFFIC  IMPACTS  AT  ULLOA-WAITHMAN  INTERSECTION 

Traffic  travelling  toward  the  site  would  use  the  300-block  of  Ulloa  Street  or  Waithman  Way,  which  form  a 'T" 
intersection  near  the  site  driveway.  Waithman  Way  and  the  site  driveway  are  not  aligned  to  create  a  four-way 
intersection  with  Ulloa  Street  (the  centerlines  are  offset  by  about  thirty  feet),  but  people  approaching  the 
site  from  Waithman  Way  enter  the  driveway  by  making  a  short  "dog-leg"  movement  across  Ulloa  Street. 

The  project  would  increase  the  number  of  vehicles  making  this  movement;  it  is  estimated  that  75%  of  the 
entering  traffic  (37.5%  of  the  ADT)  would  cross  Ulloa  Street  from  Waithman  Way.  This  movement  does  not  appear 
to  be  precluded  by  law  but  it  may  be  confusing  to  some  motorists  on  Ulloa  Street  or  Waithman  Way. 

The  City's  Traffic  Engineering  Bureau  could  reposition  the  stop  signs  at  Ulloa  Street  and  Waithman  Way  and  the 


Appendix  B,  pages  A.14  to  A.16,  contains  a  description  of  the  TIRE  methodology  and  its  limitations;  a  more  detailed  description  of  the 
methodology  is  presented  in  "Traffic  Study.  300  Ulloa  Street  Elderly  Residential  Project  (Residential  Care  Facility).  A  Report  to  the 
Department  of  City  Planning".  DKS  Associates,  on  file  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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legends  at  the  Ulloa-Waithman  intersection  in  order  to  develop  a  suitable  junction  which  would  allow  project 
bound  vehicles  from  Waithman  Way  to  enter  the  site  more  easily. 

PARKING  IMPACTS 

Under  the  City  Planning  Code,  one  parking  space  per  dwelling  unit  would  be  required  for  the  project.  Thus,  the 
Code  would  require  13  off-street  parking  spaces.  The  project  would  provide  26  residential  parking  spaces  (2 
per  unit),  7  spaces  along  the  access  road  for  residents  and  visitors,  and  another  40  spaces  for  the  church  (for 
a  total  of  73  spaces,  of  which  number  33  would  be  net  new  spaces);  the  church  spaces  would  be  eliminated  on  one 
part  of  the  site  and  replaced  in  another. 

The  actual  overnight  average  demand  of  the  project  would  be  about  20  to  26  spaces,  based  on  census  data  for  the 
surrounding  census  tract.  Occasional  peaks  in  demand  (such  as  when  there  is  a  party  or  other  social  gathering) 
may  exceed  the  33  spaces  reserved  for  residential  use  but  would  be  unlikely  to  exceed  the  73  spaces  provided 
on-site  unless  there  was  a  simultaneous  church  event.  On  one  Sunday  in  November,  1987  at  1 1 :15  AM,  the  parking 
demand  for  the  Church  of  the  Nazarene  was  22  spaces  (services  begin  at  1 1 :00  AM) ;  on  another  Sunday,  closer  to 
Thanksgiving,  30  spaces  were  occupied.  The  Church  now  has  40  spaces  which  would  not  remain  and  would  have  40 
spaces  with  the  project  (that  is,  there  would  be  no  net  change  in  parking  for  the  church);  excess  church 
parking  would  be  available  to  residents. 

EMERGENCY  VEHICLE  ACCESS 

The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  has  reviewed  the  site  plans  and  architectural  drawings  dated  December  5, 
1989,  and  takes  no  exceptions  to  the  design  as  presented.  ^2 

TRANSIT  IMPACTS 

Based  on  average  transit  use  rates  of  San  Francisco  residents,  it  is  likely  that  the  project  would  generate 
about  13  transit  trips  per  day.  Nearby  transit  lines  in  the  area  include  the  43-Masonic  and  48-Quintara  bus 
lines  and  Muni  Metro  lines  K,  L,  and  M.  The  increase  in  transit  demand  associated  with  the  project  would  not 
noticeably  affect  transit  service  in  the  area. 


Letter  to  Larry  MacDonald  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  from  James  R.  Lynch,  Assistant  Chief,  Rre  Department,  Apnl  20.  1990.  A 
copy  of  this  letter  is  on  file  and  available  to  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning.  450 
McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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CONSTRUCTION  IMPACTS 


Project  implementation  would  take  about  14  months  for  completion  of  the  slope  stabilization  program,  site 
preparation,  and  constnjction  of  the  homes.  The  project  sponsor  estimates  that  4,500  cubic  yards  of  material 
would  be  removed  during  the  initial  slope  stabilization  phase,  requiring  430  truck  round-trips.  During  this 
anticipated  1 -month  period,  there  would  be  an  average  of  30  truck  trips  generated  per  day  (15  in  and  15  out) 
via  local  streets.  During  the  subsequent  site  improvement  and  home  construction  phase  (about  1  month)  about 
1 ,500  cubic  yards  would  be  excavated  from  homesites  and  utility  trenches  which  would  require  a  maximum  of  10 
inbound  truck  trips  (empty)  and  10  outbound  trips  (full)  per  day.  At  other  times,  two  to  three  round  trips 
would  be  expected  per  day.  Truck  trips  could  potentially  damage  adjacent  streets.  The  project  sponsor  would 
require  the  contractor  to  request  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  inspect  the  pavement  conditions  on  the  200- 
and  300-blocks  of  Ulloa  Street  and  Waithman  Way  before  the  start  of  construction  and  after  completion  of 
construction  on  the  project.  The  project  sponsor  or  the  contractor  would  compensate  the  City  should  any  undue 
damage  occur  on  the  200-  or  300-blocks  of  Ulloa  Street  or  on  Waithman  Way  as  a  result  of  construction  truck 
traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  project.  The  contractor  would  require  either  the  superintendent  or  his 
assistant  to  monitor  truck  movement  into  and  out  of  the  project  site  in  order  to  reduce  any  conflicts  with 
vehicles  traveling  on  Ulloa  Street.  A  maximum  of  16  construction  workers  would  be  on  the  site  at  any  one  time 
who  would  require  one  parking  space  each;  workers  would  be  expected  to  pari<  on-site  or  on  Ulloa  Street. 


C.  NOISE 

The  following  discussion  summarizes  a  noise  impact  assessment  prepared  for  the  site. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  considers  residential  uses  to  be 
compatible  with  outdoor  noise  levels  of  up  to  an  L^p  of  60  dBA  with  no  special  noise  insulation  requirements. 
If  the  outdoor  L^jp  is  between  60  and  65  dBA,  new  construction  or  development  should  be  undertaken  only  after  a 
detailed  analysis  of  the  noise  reduction  requirements  is  made  and  needed  noise  insulation  features  are  included 
in  the  design.  The  noise  measurement  survey  indicates  that  the  existing  L^p  at  home  facades  ranges  from  below 
an  L(jn  of  60  dBA  outside  the  first  floors  to  an  L^jp  of  up  to  65  dBA  outside  upper  floors. 

As  recommended  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  an  analysis  of  noise 


"Environmental  Noise  Assessment  for  the  300  Ulloa  Senior  Care  Facility  EIR",  lllingworth  &  Rodkin,  Inc.,  January  13,  1989.  A  copy  of 
this  report  is  available  for  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San 
Francisco. 
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reduction  measures  would  be  prepared  by  the  project  sponsor  and  recommended  noise  insulation  features  would  be 
included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project. 

PROJECT  OPERATION 

The  Lcjn  outside  second  floors  of  proposed  units  is  higher  than  60  dBA,  above  which  the  Master  Plan  recommends 
that  special  noise  reduction  and  insulation  features  be  included  in  the  project  design.  Since  the  Master  Plan 
does  not  define  what  level  is  appropriate,  the  interior  noise  level  identified  in  State  standards  for  multi- 
unit  housing     (Title  24,  Part  2  of  the  California  Government  Code)  could  be  considered.  That  noise  level  is 
45  dBA.  The  project  would  provide  operable  upstairs  windows  which  could  be  closed  at  occupants'  discretion  and 
would  reduce  the  interior  noise  level  to  meet  the  State  standards. 

Sources  of  on-site  noise  would  be  typical  of  sound  levels  generated  in  the  surrounding  neighborhood  from  normal 
residential  activities.  The  rock  wall  behind  site  units  would  reflect  energy  generated  by  activities  on  the 
site.  The  reflected  energy  would  tend  to  pass  over  immediately  adjacent  homes  on  the  north  side  of  Ulloa 
Street  but  would  reach  homes  farther  from  the  site  (on  the  south  side  of  Ulloa  Street,  on  Portola  Drive,  and  at 
more  distant  locations).  Because  sound  levels  decrease  with  distance  from  the  source,  project-generated  noise 
would  be  below  existing  ambient  noise  levels  at  these  more  distant  locations  and  would  not  be  audible  above 
background  noise. 

Project-generated  traffic  was  also  analyzed  to  estimate  changes  in  existing  noise  levels.  The  greatest 
potential  for  increased  noise  levels  would  occur  during  the  project's  PM  peak  hour  (between  4:15  and  5:15  PM) 
when  background  noise  in  the  surrounding  area  also  would  be  highest  due  to  traffic  on  Portola  Drive.  The 
addition  of  project-generated  traffic  would  result  in  less  than  a  one-decibel  increase  in  the  average  noise 
level  during  any  hour  at  existing  homes  along  all  local  streets  sen/ing  the  site  and  near  the  site  driveway.  A 
one-decibel  change  is  undetectable  except  under  laboratory  conditions;  a  three-decibel  increase  generally  can 
be  heard. 

The  side  facade  of  320  Ulloa  Street,  the  home  nearest  to  the  site  driveway,  is  tocated  about  25  feet  from  the 
center  of  the  site  driveway,  and  the  rear  yard  is  nnore  than  50  feet  from  the  driveway.  Based  on  noise  levels 


54 
55 


The  State  of  California's  standards  do  not  apply  to  single-family  housing. 
The  Effects  of  Noise  on  Man.  Karl  D.  Kryter,  1970. 
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measured  along  other  residential  streets  with  grades  as  steep  as  15%     the  average  noise  level  at  the  facade 
of  this  home  during  the  PM  peak  hour  would  increase  by  1  dBA  to  become  56  dBA;  the  noise  level  in  the  rear  yard 
at  that  time  would  be  lower  than  50  dBA.  This  noise  generation  is  considered  typical  in  residential 
development;  these  effects  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent.  The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  build  a  two- 
foot-high  solid  concrete  traffic  barrier  parallel  to  the  south  side  of  the  site  driveway  for  traffic  safety; 
due  to  the  lower  elevation  of  the  rear  yard  at  320  Ulloa  Street,  a  traffic  barrier  could  reduce  outdoor  noise 
levels  generated  along  the  driveway.  Noise  levels  outside  other  homes  farther  away  from  the  site  driveway 
would  decrease  with  distance  from  the  driveway;  project-generated  traffic  on  the  driveway  would  not  be  expected 
to  increase  background  noise  levels  measurably  (less  than  one  decibel)  outside  those  homes. 

Noise  levels  in  the  site's  outdoor  parking  areas  would  range  from  less  than  50  dBA  when  people  start  and 
maneuver  cars  to  a  maximum  of  55  dBA  when  people  rev  their  car  engines.  With  daytime  background  noise  levels 
of  50  to  55  dBA  in  the  area,  automobile  noise  generated  on  the  site  would  be  barely  detectable,  at  nnost,  above 
the  background  noise  outside  nearby  homes. 


PROJECT  CONSTRUCTION 


Project  construction  is  expected  to  take  about  14  months.  Constmction-generated  noise  would  be  subject  to  the 
restrictions  of  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance.  The  highest  noise  levels  would  be  generated  during  site 
clearance,  excavation,  slope  stabilization,  foundation  preparation,  and  building  erection. 

During  the  first  slope  stabilization  phase,  noise  would  be  generated  by  portable  jackhammers,  if  used  to  break 
up  large  blocks  of  rock  not  loose  enough  to  be  removed  by  hand.  Portable  jackhammers  typically  generate  sound 
levels  of  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  50  feet  and  also  result  in  some  vibrations.  Maximum  noise  levels  of  70  to  75 
dBA  could  result  intermittently  outside  homes  on  Rockwood  Court  during  the  4-month  hillside  stabilization 
phase.  Continuous  noise  levels  and  occasional  instantaneous  bursts  of  higher  sound  levels  emanating  from  the 
site  could  be  audible  south  of  Portola  Drive,  depending  on  weather,  time  of  day,  and  traffic  conditions.  Noise 
would  diminish  with  distance  from  the  site  and,  farther  away,  would  become  indistinguishable  from  background 
traffic  noise.  Removal  of  an  estimated  4,500  cubic  yards  of  material  would  require  about  320  round  (640  2-way) 
truck  trips  for  an  average  of  15  round-trips  (30  2-way  trips)  per  day  during  about  a  nxjnth.  This  truck  traffic 
would  generate  an  estimated  average  noise  level  of  50  to  55  dBA  and  a  maximum  noise  level  of  about  80  dBA 
outside  homes  along  the  streets  used  by  the  trucks.  The  average  noise  levels  would  be  lower  than  existing 


Measurements  on  which  these  estimates  are  based  were  made  for  other  projects  by  this  EIR's  acoustical  engineers,  including  "Meadowsweet 
Quarry,  An  EIR  for  40  Residential  Units  on  21 .82  Acres  in  Corte  Madera,"  prepared  for  the  Town  of  Corte  Madera,  September,  1979,  and 
"Crestview  Drive  Extension  Environmental  Acoustics  Analysis",  letter  from  Richard  lllingworth,  P.E.,  to  John  Guilhamet,  Senior  Civil 
Engineer,  San  Mateo  County  Department  of  Public  Works,  August,  1980. 
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average  noise  levels  along  these  streets,  including  Ulloa  Street  and  Waithman  Way  to  Portola  Drive,  depending 
on  the  truck  routes  established  for  the  project.  (One  criterion  in  selecting  routes  would  be  to  expose  the 
fewest  number  of  people  to  tnjck-generated  noise  levels.)  Maximum  levels  can  be  compared  to  noise  generated  by 
buses  and  trucks  driving  on  Portola  Drive. 

During  the  subsequent  site  improvement  and  home  constnjction  phase  on  and  below  the  bench,  maximum 
instantaneous  noise  levels  would  reach  80  to  85  dBA  at  a  distance  of  50  feet.  Homes  on  Ulloa  Street  nearest 
the  site  would  be  about  50  feet  from  the  closest  constmction  location  on  the  bench;  homes  on  Rockwood  Court 
and  Edgehill  Way  would  be  farther  from  bench  constmction.  Maximum  instantaneous  noise  levels  would  be 
expected  to  reach  80  to  85  dBA  in  the  rear  yards  of  the  Ulloa  Street  homes,  70  to  75  dBA  outside  the  homes 
along  Rockwood  Court,  and  75  to  80  dBA  outside  the  nearest  homes  on  Edgehill  Way. 

These  levels  would  vary  as  equipment  and  construction  move  across  the  site,  but  fairly  constant  noise  levels 
would  be  generated  within  a  5-  to  10-dBA  range  of  75  to  85  dBA  during  periods  of  intense  constmction  when 
several  pieces  of  equipment  are  used.  These  noise  levels  would  interfere  with  conversation  outdoors;  noise 
levels  indoors  with  the  windows  closed  would  be  about  20  dBA  lower  but  would  interfere  with  conversation  and 
relaxation. 

Finishing  work  would  take  place  inside  the  units  and  would  be  quieter  than  site  preparation  and  building 
erection  work.  Noise  levels  during  this  phase  would  not  be  expected  to  interfere  with  indoor  or  outdoor 
conversations  at  adjacent  residences. 

Short-term  increases  in  noise  levels  would  be  audible  in  the  City-owned  open  space  west  of  the  site  and  could 
affect  people's  enjoyment  of  the  open  space.  Constmction-generated  noise  also  could  dismpt  resident  wildlife 
temporarily. 

The  site  improvement  and  home  constmction  phase  would  involve  tmck  trips  to  remove  excess  dirt  and  rocks  for 
foundation  excavations  and  utility  trenches  (about  1 ,500  cubic  yards)  and  to  deliver  building  materials  to  the 
site.  A  maximum  of  ten  one-way  (twenty  two-way)  trips  would  be  made  per  day  by  large  diesel  tractor  trailers; 
two  to  three  one-way  trips  per  day  would  be  normal.  This  tmck  traffic  would  result  in  noise  levels  similar  to 
those  generated  by  trucks  removing  material  scaled  from  the  hillside  during  the  stabilization  phase  --  an 
estimated  average  noise  level  of  50  to  55  dBA  and  a  maximum  noise  level  of  about  80  dBA  outside  homes  along  the 
streets  used  by  the  tmcks.  Generally,  noise  levels  over  60  dBA  could  be  considered  a  nuisance. 

Constmction  tmcks  traveling  to  and  from  the  site  during  either  slope  stabilization  or  site  improvement/home 
constmction  phases  would  generate  vibrations  noticeable  to  people  when  the  vehicles  pass  their  homes.  Because 
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the  intensity  of  vibrations  could  be  felt,  the  vibrations  could  be  annoying  to  some  people.  The  vibrations 
would  not  be  continuous  and  would  not  occur  after  the  short-term  construction  period. 

Construction  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  City  Police  Code).  The 
ordinance  requires  that  sound  levels  of  construction  equipment  other  than  impact  tools  not  exceed  80  dBA  at  a 
distance  of  100  feet  from  the  source.  Impact  tools  (jackhammers,  pile  drivers,  impact  wrenches)  must  have  both 
intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  Section  2908  of  the  ordinance 
prohibits  construction  at  night,  from  8:00  PM  to  7:00  Af^,  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  level  of  five 
dBA  at  the  project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works. 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  project  contractor  muffle  and  shield  intakes  and  exhausts,  shroud 
and  shield  impact  tools,  and  use  electric-powered  rather  than  diesel-powered  construction  equipment,  as 
feasible,  so  that  noise  would  not  exceed  limits  stated  in  the  City's  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29,  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code,  1972). 

Because  of  the  proximity  of  existing  residences  to  the  site  and  the  possibility  that  some  residents  in  the  area 
could  be  annoyed  by  construction  noise  (people  who  sleep  in  the  daytime,  for  example),  the  contractor  would 
designate  a  person  to  receive  complaints  from  neighbors  affected  by  constnjction  noise.  The  project  sponsor  or 
his  contractor  would  notify  all  neighbors  within  a  300-foot  radius  of  the  site  of  the  name  of  the  designated 
individual  who  may  be  contacted  for  noise  related  problems. 

D.   URBAN  DESIGN 

A  photomontage  illustrating  the  proposed  project  in  approximately  five  years  from  completion  is  presented  in 
Figure  16,  page  65. 

Views  of  the  site  would  change  during  project  construction  phases  and  following  completion  of  the  project.  The 
expected  visual  character  of  the  site  is  described  below. 

A  total  of  1 12  existing  trees  of  all  sizes  would  be  removed  from  the  western  part  of  the  site,  as  shown  in 
Figure  17,  page  66,  and  itemized  below.  These  include  mostly  eucalyptus  and  some  cypress  trees.  Of  those,  15 
trees  (3  under  and  12  over  6  inches  in  diameter)  would  be  removed  above  the  bench  before  loose  rocks  and 
boulders  are  scaled  off  during  hillside  stabilization.  The  other  97  trees  to  be  cut  down  (37  under  and  60  over 
6-inch  diameter)  are  located  below  the  bench  on  proposed  Lots  1-4. 
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v.  EnvironmentaJ  Impacts 


Diameters 
Under  Six  Inches 


Dianneters 
Over  Six  Inches 


Total 


Trees  Removed  for  Stabilization 
Trees  Removed  for  Lots  1  -4 
Total  Trees  Removed  by  Project 


3 
37 
40 


12 
60 
72 


15 
97 
112 


The  largest  tree  to  be  removed  would  be  a  mature  eucalyptus  tree,  15  inches  in  diameter;  most  trees  have  10- 
inch  diameters  or  smaller.      Tree  removal  would  be  confined  to  the  project  site,  and  vegetation  growing  off- 
site,  such  as  on  the  City-owned  open  space,  would  remain. 

The  project  would  expose  more  of  the  quarry  face  to  view  than  presently  is  visible  because  of  the  site 
stabilization  program  and  would  alter  existing  views  of  the  site.  Site  hillsides  above  and  below  the  bench 
would  be  bare  after  tree  removal  and  would  contrast  with  the  wooded  City-owned  open  space  and  remaining  on-site 
vegetation.  The  appearance  of  the  slope  would  be  modified  further  if  loose  rocks  were  removed  and  the  hillside 
were  recontoured.  The  exposed  ends  of  rock  and  anchor  bolts,  metal  disk  cover  plates,  and  wire  mesh 
would  be  visible  upon  inspection  from  on-site  locations  and  from  some  nearby  off-site  locations  when  installed. 
These  materials  would  not  be  visible  from  off-site  locations  farther  away  on  or  south  of  Portola  Drive.  As 
illustrated  by  the  bolts  and  mesh  used  behind  the  church  (Rgure  7-B,  page  18),  the  visibility  of  these 
materials  would  vary  according  to  on-  and  off-site  viewpoint.  Essentially,  the  slope  stabilization  work  would 
remove  trees  from  the  site  and  remove  loose  materials,  resulting  in  a  somewhat  denuded  hillside  until  new 
vegetation  grows.  Reshaping  of  some  slopes  would  change  the  visual  rock  massing  to  some  extent.  This  would  be 
noticeable  from  near  views  and  not  from  farther  vantage  points. 

The  proposed  single-family  homes  would  be  built  after  the  slope  has  been  stabilized  and  would  introduce 
development  where,  apart  from  the  church,  none  has  existed.  The  project  would  extend  development  in  a 
horizontal  band  across  the  bench,  from  the  existing  church  building  to  the  contiguous  City-owned  open  space. 
Because  the  bench's  ground  elevation  is  higher  than  existing  Ulloa  Street  homes,  the  proposed  units  would  be 
visible  above  development  to  the  south.  Project  units  also  would  be  visible  against  the  backdrop  of  the  rock 
face,  especially  in  the  early  years  after  development  before  landscaping,  discussed  below,  has  matured.  The 
three-story  project  units  would  appear  larger  than  predominantly  two-story  homes  visible  in  foreground  views  of 
the  site.  The  maximum  height  of  units  would  be  lower  (35  feet)  than  the  church  steeple  (40  feet)  but  taller 
than  the  church  roof  without  the  steeple  (about  10  feet  to  the  eaves).  Proposed  units  would  dominate 


Telephone  conversation  between  Louise  Nichols  and  Emery  Rogers,  Emery  Rogers  and  Associates  (project  sponsor's  landscape  architect). 
June  8,  1988. 
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foreground  views  of  the  City-owned  open  space  for  people  looking  west  from  vantage  points  located  east  of  the 
site. 

The  project's  landscaping  plan  is  presented  in  Figure  17,  page  66.  Figure  17  identifies  where  landscaping 
would  be  planted  and  shows  existing  vegetation  to  be  retained  by  the  project.  New  landscaping  would  involve 
planting  of  1 12  replacement  trees  in  the  western  part  of  the  site,  vines  from  above  and  below  the  hillside 
stabilization  area  where  wire  mesh  would  be  installed,  and  ornamental  shrubbery  and  trees  along  the  access 
road,  retaining  wall,  front  entrances  to  units,  and  southern  property  line.  While  a  detailed  planting  plan  and 
specific  plant  list  have  not  been  prepared,  a  general  "palette"  of  plants  and  a  conceptual  landscape  plan  are 
proposed,  as  summarized  below.  58 

The  sponsor  would  select  tree  species  for  their  longevity  and  strength  and  would  use  a  mix  of  coniferous  and 
broadleafed  evergreen  trees  for  screening  and  deciduous  flowering  trees  for  accents.  The  types  of  trees  being 
considered  for  the  project  include  Silk  Tree,  Red  Ironbark,  Primrose  Tree.  Myropomm  laetum  (which  has  no 
common  name),  and  Italian  Stone  Pine.  Trees  proposed  to  be  planted  on  the  site  would  not  match  the  size  of  the 
trees  removed.  Six-  to  ten-foot  high  trees  of  the  species  noted  above  would  be  installed  and  would  be  expected 
to  grow  to  heights  of  30  to  40  feet  at  maturity  (about  10  to  20  years).  Silk  Tree,  Primrose  Tree,  and 
Myroporum  laetum  are  quick-growing  species. 

Shrubbery  and  ivy  would  be  planted  on  site  slopes.  Algerian  Ivy  would  be  planted  on  the  stabilized  slope 
draped  with  wire  mesh.  This  woody  evergreen  vine  is  characterized  by  rapid,  rampant  growth  and  would  be 
expected  to  cover  the  hillside  fully  in  about  five  to  eight  years.  Other  fast-growing  shrubs  would  be  planted 
on  lower  slopes  above  the  bench,  such  as  Ceonothus  "Julia  Phelps"  (no  common  name).  Orchid  Rockrose,  Saint 
Catherine's  Lace^and,  on  the  rock  bank  north  of  the  access  road,  mass  plantings  of  Stonecrop.  The  heights  of 
these  shrubs  would  range  from  about  four  to  six  feet  at  maturity  (about  5  to  10  years).  Ornamental  shrubbery 
and  groundcover  would  be  planted  elsewhere  on  the  site,  also,  primarily  in  front  yards  of  the  residences. 

Except  for  trees  to  be  planted  along  a  new  southern  property  boundary  fence,  no  landscaping  would  be  planted  in 
rear  yards  of  proposed  homes  as  part  of  the  project  so  that  future  homeowners  could  plant  their  own  gardens. 
The  new  property  line  trees  would  be  installed  on  bo\h  sides  of  a  five-foot  high  wooden  fence,  in  the  rear 
yards  of  project  and  existing  Ulloa  Street  homes,  and  would  be  irrigated.  The  sponsor  would  need  to  receive 
authorization  for  these  off-site  activities  from  the  adjacent  homeowners. 

Newly  installed  landscaping  would  reduce  some  but  would  not  be  expected  to  eliminate  fully  the  visual  effects 


Ibid.,  and  "List  of  Proposed  Landscape  Plants  with  Descriptions",  Emery  Rogers  and  Associates,  May  25,  1990. 

-68- 


V.  EnvironmenlaJ  Impacts 

of  project  implementation.  When  properly  installed  and  maintained,  vegetation  would  grow  and  mature  at  which 
time  the  project  would  have  a  more  established  appearance  than  during  the  years  immediately  after  completion 

E.  OPEN  SPACE 

For  people  who  use  the  site  driveway  from  Ulloa  Street  to  reach  the  City-owned  open  space,  the  project  would 
retain  public  access  by  providing  a  sidewalk  along  the  access  road  to  the  westem  site  boundary  and  an  entrance 
to  the  open  space.  Alternate  routes  to  the  open  space  via  the  site's  southern  slopes,  below  the  bench,  would 
be  blocked  by  the  new  single-family  homes  and  fences  separating  the  proposed  lots. 

Site  residents  would  be  expected  to  use  the  City-owned  open  space,  thus  increasing  public  use  and  enjoyment  of 
the  area  by  about  50  people. 

The  project  site  is  located  in  a  40-X  height  and  bulk  district.  Buildings  of  40  feet  or  less  in  height  are  not 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  295  of  the  City  Planning  Code  (the  City's  Park  Shadow  Ban  Ordinance). 
The  maximum  building  heights  of  35  feet  would  comply  with  the  site's  height  and  bulk  restrictions.  As  a  result 
of  the  project,  sunlight  would  not  reach  parts  of  the  open  space  in  mornings  until  a  later  hour. 

F.  POPULATION 

A  maximum  of  1 6  construction  workers  would  be  on  the  site  at  any  one  time.  The  existing  church  presentfy 
employs  one  person  who  would  not  be  affected  by  the  project.  The  project  would  introduce  an  estimated  50 
residents  to  the  site  when  fully  occupied.  Given  an  approximately  3.3  acre  site,  the  project  would  have  a 
residential  density  of  about  15  people  per  acre,  below  the  level  recommended  for  RH-irLow  Density'  districts 
(24-31  persons  per  acre).  Combined  with  the  lack  of  privately-owned  lots  similar  in  size  to  the  project  site 
in  the  surrounding  area,  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  project  would  induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration 
of  population. 
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VI.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 
GEOLOGY 

In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  measures  were  identified  wfiich  would  reduce  or  eliminate 
potential  geotechnical  environmental  impacts  of  the  project.  The  measures  were  incorporated  into  the  project 
or  would  be  adopted  by  the  project  sponsor,  architects,  or  contractors.  Other  measures  could  be  adopted  by  the 
City.  No  other  potentially  significant  adverse  geotechnical  impacts  for  which  additional  mitigation  would  be 
required  would  result  from  the  project.  Thus,  no  further  mitigation  measures  would  be  required. 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  V,  Environmental  Impacts,  pages  45-53,  and  below,  the  final  building  plans,  including 
slope  stabilization  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  and  described  in  Chapter  III,  Project  Description, 
pages  15-24,  would  be  review  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection.  The  Bureau  is  required  to  review  final 
building  plans,  including  geotechnical  studies,  as  part  of  the  permit  application  process.  For  this  reason, 
this  requirement  does  not  constitute  a  project  mitigation  measure.  For  informational  purposes,  the  project 
would  include  the  following  slope  stabilization  features: 

•  Remove  loose  rock  masses,  install  rock  bolts,  and  drape  wire  mesh. 

•  Scale  slope  of  loose  material. 

•  Flatten  or  shape  crest  of  slope. 

•  Drape  slope  with  wire  mesh  secured  to  slope. 

•  Construct  catchment  wall. 

•  Implement  long-term  slope  maintenance  program 

In  addition  to  the  slope  stabilization  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project,  the  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection  (BBI)  would  review  the  final  building  plans,  as  well  as  geotechnical  studies  prepared  for  the 
project.  In  reviewing  building  plans,  the  BBI  refers  to  a  variety  of  information  sources  to  determine  existing 
hazards  and  assess  requirements  for  mitigation.  Sources  reviewed  include  maps  of  Special  Geologic  Study  Areas 
and  known  landslide  areas  in  San  Francisco,  as  well  as  building  inspectors'  wori<ing  knowledge  of  areas  of 
special  geologic  concern.  The  geotechnical  investigation(s)  prepared  for  the  site  and  the  project  would  be 
available  for  use  by  the  BBI  during  its  review  of  building  permits  for  the  site.  The  BBI  could  require  that 
additional  site-specific  soils  reports  be  prepared  in  conjunction  with  permit  applications,  as  needed.  In 
addition,  the  BBI  has  the  right  to  impose  additional  measures  it  may  feel  necessary  to  ensure  that  the  project 
can  be  constmcted  safely.  The  BBI  also  has  the  right  to  revoke  the  project's  use  permit  at  any  time  in  the 
future  if  it  believes  that  the  lives  of  people  on  the  site  are  in  danger  as  a  result  of  an  inefficient  slope 
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Stabilization  maintenance  program. 

Excavation  and  filling  during  project  construction  would  be  minor,  and  the  project  buildings  would  be  lightly- 
loaded  (i.e.,  the  weight  of  the  buildings  themselves  would  not  be  so  great  as  to  jeopardize  slope  stability). 
Water  runoff  from  both  the  project  pads  and  the  hillside  above  the  pads  would  be  collected  and  transported 
directly  to  the  City  sewer  system  which  would  reduce  the  amount  of  water  runoff  presently  affecting  the  site's 
southern  slopes. 


AIR  QUALITY 


The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  general  contractor  to  sprinkle  excavation  areas  with  water  continually 
during  excavation  or  earthmoving  activity;  sprinkle  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per 
day  to  reduce  dust  generation  by  about  50%;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  materials;  cover  trucks 
hauling  debris,  soils,  sand,  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  streets  surrounding  the  project  site  at  least 
once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions.  The  project  sp)onsor  would  require  the  project  contractor  to 
maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulate  and  other 
pollutants  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  nnotors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are 
waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance  programs  (to  reduce  emissions)  for  equipment  that 
would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 
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VII.  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE 
PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 

This  chapter  identifies  significant  impacts  which  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level 
by  mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the  project  or  other  mitigation  measures,  as  described  in  Chapter 
VI,  Mitigation  f^easures,  pages  70-71 . 

No  significant  project-specific  or  cumulative  impacts  have  been  identified.  Measures  included  as  part  of  the 
project  which  would  eliminate  or  reduce  impacts  to  insignificant  levels  are  described  in  Chapter  III,  Project 
Description,  pages  15-24,  Chapter  V,  Environmental  Impacts,  page  45,  and  for  informational  purposes  in  Chapter 
VI,  Mitigation  Measures,  pages  70-71. 
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VIII.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

This  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project,  discusses  environmental  innpacts  associated  with 
each  alternative,  and  gives  the  sponsor's  reasons  for  rejection  of  each  in  favor  of  the  project.  Regardless  o( 
the  sponsor's  reasons  for  rejection,  the  City  Planning  Commission  could  approve  an  alternative  instead  of  the 
project,  if  the  Commission  believed  the  alternative  would  be  more  appropriate  for  the  site.  Table  3,  page  84, 
provides  a  summary  for  comparison  of  the  alternatives. 


INTRODUCTION.  ALTERNATIVES  NOT  INCLUDED 

The  project  would  be  infill  housing  development,  similar  to  many  housing  proposals  in  San  Frandsco  The 
project  site  is  difficult  to  develop  due  to  geotechnical  constraints  and  is  also  similar  to  many  housing 
opportunity  sites  in  the  City.  If  an  alternative  site  were  chosen  for  infill  housing  development  like  the 
proposed  project,  the  300  Ulloa  Street  site  would  remain  vacant  (as  in  the  No  Project  Alternative,  page  74)  and 
would  continue  to  be  subject  to  rockfalls  and  raveling. 

It  would  be  speculative  to  choose  an  alternative  site  from  among  the  vacant  sites  in  the  City  zoned  for 
residential  use,  which  the  Department  of  City  Planning  estimates  could  accommodate  about  1 ,500  units.  The 
Department  estimates  that  there  are  about  580  acres  of  undeveloped  or  underdeveloped  land  suitable  for  housing 
development  throughout  the  City,  not  all  of  which  are  currently  zoned  for  residential  development.      Many  of 
the  sites  also  have  geotechnical  problems  (for  example,  the  Graystone  Terrace/Burnett  Avenue  area,  Bernal 
Heights,  parts  of  Bayview  Hill,  and  so  on). 

The  Residence  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  encourages  development  of  all  available  sites  for  housing.  To  leave 
vacant  (undeveloped)  all  sites  with  possible  geotechnical  problems,  when  such  problems  can  be  mitigated,  would 
require  a  major  change  in  policy  and  would  reduce  the  City's  ability  to  provide  housing  at  a  time  when  demand 
is  high  and  San  Francisco  has  an  acknowledged  imbalance  in  housing  compared  to  employment.  Such  a  policy 
change  would  not  conform  to  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Government's  (ABAG's)  current  policy  which  is  to 
provide  more  housing  in  the  main  regional  job  centers. 


Residence  Element.  Proposal  for  Adoption,  Department  of  City  Planning.  July.  199U,  page  54  The  Residence 
Element  was  adopted  September  13,  1990  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.  Resclut)on  No.  12020 

Ibid.,  page  49. 
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The  sponsor  considered  the  project  site  ideal  for  a  residential  care  facility,  the  previously  proposed 
development  concept  for  the  site,  which  the  sponsor  believed  was  needed  in  the  neighborhood.  The  spxDnsor  did 
not  look  at  other  locations  in  San  Francisco  before  proposing  the  residential  health  care  facility  on  the 
project  site  and  did  not  look  at  other  sites  thereafter  when  that  prior  application  was  withdrawn  and  replaced 
by  the  current  application  requesting  approval  for  single-family  residential  development  there. 

For  all  of  the  above  reasons,  no  alternative  site  analysis  has  been  included  in  this  EIR. 

A.  ALTERNATIVE  A  -  NO  PROJECT 

This  alternative  would  entail  no  change  to  the  project  site.  The  existing  church  would  remain,  but  the 
proposed  project  would  not  be  built.  Existing  vegetation  would  remain,  and  no  alteration  or  stabilization 
would  occur  on  exposed  slopes  of  the  site's  hillsides. 

If  the  No  Project  Alternative  were  implemented,  none  of  the  impacts  associated  with  the  project  would  occur. 
The  environmental  characteristics  of  this  alternative  generally  would  be  as  described  in  the  Environmental 
Setting  section  of  this  report  (see  Chapter  IV,  Setting,  pages  27  through  44).  The  site's  slopes  would 
continue  to  ravel  with  the  weathering  process,  and  landslides  and  rockfalls  could  be  expected  in  the  future 
during  periods  of  heavy  rainfall  or  during  a  moderate  or  major  earthquake.  No  new  traffic  would  be  generated 
from  the  site  and  added  to  local  streets,  and  there  would  be  no  change  in  the  existing  noise  environment  due  to 
use  of  the  site,  primarily  during  project  construction.  Under  this  altemative,  the  site  would  remain  vacant, 
available  for  development  in  the  future. 

This  alternative  was  rejected  by  the  sponsor  because  it  would  not  provide  a  return  on  his  investment  and  would 
not  use  the  development  potential  of  the  site  allowable  under  the  City  Planning  Code. 

B.  ALTERNATIVE  B  -  RESIDENTIAL  CARE  FACILITY 

Development  of  a  residential  care  facility  for  senior  citizens  was  considered  on  the  site,  and  facilities  of 
three  different  sizes  were  assessed.  One  of  those,  a  120-unit,  93,660  square-foot  facility  is  examined  below. 
The  other  two  -  a  1 07-unit,  83,780  square-foot  facility  and  a  1 50-unit,  1 1 0,000  square-foot  facility  ~  are 
not  discussed  further. 

Alternative  B  assumes  development  of  a  93,660  square-foot  residential  care  facility  with  a  27,930  square-foot 
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footprint.  Alternative  B  is  illustrated  conceptually  in  Figure  18,  page  76.  The  building  would  consist  of  two 

to  four  stories  over  parking.  Building  heights  would  be  30.5  feet  (average)  and  40  feet  (nnaximum).  The 

facility  would  contain  a  maximum  of  120  bedrooms  and  would  accommodate  about  140  residents  at  full  occupancy. 

Approximately  26  people  would  be  employed  on  the  site;  a  maximum  of  15  employees  would  be  expected  to  be 

working  at  any  one  time.  Off-street  parking  for  61  cars  would  be  provided,  including  21  spaces  for  the  project 

and  40  spaces  for  the  church.  Parking  also  would  accommodate  handicapped  people  (three  spaces),  truck  toading 

(one  space),  and  a  van  shuttle  vehicle  (one  space). 

Average  building  height,  as  measured  according  to  City  Planning  Code  Section  102.11(c),  would  be  30  feet  6 
inches,  compared  with  the  project  (from  the  lowest  average  height  of  24  feet  to  the  highest  average  height  of 
32  feet  1 1  inches).  As  a  residential  care  facility  for  seven  or  more  persons,  this  alternative  would  require 
Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

Alternative  B's  residential  care  facility  would  be  exposed  to  the  same  geotechnical  conditions  as  the  project 
and  would  be  subject  to  future  gradual  raveling  or  more  sudden  massive  rockfalls  off  the  site's  unstable 
slopes.  This  alternative  would  include  slope  stabilization  measures  identical  to  those  described  for  the 
project.  Altemative  B's  residential  care  facility  would  be  located  nearer  to  the  recontoured  toe  of  the  slope 
(set  back  about  ten  feet  from  a  catchment  wall)  than  homes  proposed  by  the  project  (with  a  setback  of  thirty- 
four  feet).  This,  alternative  would  include  more  excavation  to  build  this  facility's  garage  than  would  be 
required  to  prepare  homesite  building  pads  for  the  project. 

Alternative  B  would  generate  an  average  of  about  200  vehicle  trips  on  an  average  weekday  (about  54%  more  than 
the  estimated  traffic  generated  by  the  project).  Approximately  36  of  these  trips  would  be  expected  to  be  made 
during  the  peak  period  identified  for  this  alternative  of  2:00  and  3:30  PM.  This  peak  period  primarily 
reflects  arrival  and  departure  times  for  shift  employees;  the  period  also  corresponds  to  the  off-site  peak  when 
parents  pick  up  students  at  St.  Brendan's  School  in  the  200-block  of  Ulloa  Street.  Alternative  B  woukj  result 
in  a  0.01  increase  in  the  TIRE  (Traffic  Infusion  on  a  Residential  Environment)  Index  on  the  300-block  of  UlkDa 
Street  and  a  0.02  increase  on  the  200-block;  this  methodology  defines  a  0.1 0  or  greater  increase  as 
noticeable.  The  project  would  generate  about  14  trips  during  the  PM  peak  hour  (between  4:15  and  5:15  PM)  and 
would  also  generate  7  to  9  trips  during  the  peak  hour  of  Alternative  B  (between  2:00  and  3:30). 

Noise  impacts  during  operation  of  Alternative  B  would  be  same  for  the  project  except  that  this  facility  woukJ 
involve  operation  of  rooftop  mounted  mechanical  equipment  which  would  generate  noise  levels  barely  audible 
outside  homes  on  Edgehill  Way  (with  direct  lines-of-site  to  the  facility)  when  background  noise  at  night  is  as 
low  as  48  dBA  and  outside  homes  on  Rockwood  Court  homes  (farther  from  the  site)  when  nighttime  rwise  is  as  low 
as  41  dBA.  At  other  times,  mechanical  noise  at  these  locations  would  be  masked  by  traffic  and  other  noise 
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sources;  elsewhere,  other  homes  would  be  shielded  acoustically  from  mechanical  noise.  Construction-generated 
noise  generally  would  be  similar  to  the  project's  except  that  Alternative  B's  implementation  period  would  be  16 
to  18  months  long,  compared  with  14  months  for  the  project.  In  addition,  removing  excess  dirt  and  rocks 
excavated  for  this  facility's  garage  would  require  about  50  tnjck  trips  per  day  (25  in  and  25  out)  compared 
with  the  project's  maximum  of  about  30  trips  per  day  (15  in  and  15  out). 

The  site  would  be  visible  from  the  same  locations  with  Alternative  B  or  the  project.  A  photographic  nrtontage  of 
the  residential  care  facility  is  presented  in  Figure  19,  page  78.  The  short-  and  long-term  visual  effects  of 
slope  stabilization  behind  Alternative  B's  building  would  be  identical  to  the  project's.  Construction  of  this 
alternative  would  remove  35  trees  with  diameters  of  6  inches  or  larger  compared  with  the  project's  removal  of 
72  6-inch  trees  or  larger  because  this  altemative  would  be  set  back  less  from  the  toe  of  the  slope,  so  would 
encroach  less  on  the  trees  on  the  southern  part  of  the  site,  and  would  not  extend  as  far  west.  The  maximum 
building  height  of  the  residential  care  facility  would  be  40  feet  compared  with  the  35-foot  maximum  height  of 
project  units.  As  a  result,  the  structure  would  rise  higher  in  relation  to  the  church  steeple  (40  feet)  than 
the  project  and  would  be  more  visible  against  the  site's  hillside  backdrop  than  the  project.  Alternative  B 
would  consist  of  one  building  with  a  southern  facade  articulated  by  staggered  setbacks  of  15  to  45  feet 
compared  with  13  separate  single-family  homes.  The  spatial  character  of  Alternative  B  would  differ  from  the 
project.  Alternative  B's  building  would  not  extend  as  far  east  or  west  across  the  bench  as  single-family 
development  under  the  project;  the  residential  care  facility  would  be  setback  25  feet  from  the  western  site 
boundary  and  City-owned  open  space  and  about  60  feet  from  the  church  (the  project  would  be  set  back  1 0  feet 
from  the  western  site  boundary  and  50  feet  from  the  church).  Thus,  the  horizontal  band  of  development  would  be 
25  feet  shorter  for  Alternative  B  than  with  the  project.  Setbacks  from  the  southern  property  line  would  affect 
the  relationship  of  site  development  to  adjacent  homes  built  on  the  north  side  of  Ulloa  Street;  the  residential 
care  facility  would  provide  23-foot  setbacks  from  the  southern  property  boundary,  compared  with  15-  to  32-foot 
setbacks  of  project  units. 

Alternative  B  would  provide  public  access  to  the  City-owned  open  space.  Increased  use  of  the  open  space  by 
senior  citizen  residents  of  the  site  would  be  expected  to  result  in  minimal  impacts.  Altemative  B  would 
comply  with  the  site's  40-X  height  and  bulk  restrictions  and  would  not  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
Section  295  of  the  City  Planning  Code  (the  City's  Pari<  Shadow  Ban  Ordinance),  the  same  as  for  the  project. 
Alternative  B  would  result  in  a  population  density  of  about  42  persons  per  acre,  compared  with  the  level  of  24 
to  31  persons  per  acre  for  RH-VLow  Density"  recommended  by  the  Residence  Element  of  the  Master  Plan;  the 
project  density  would  be  about  15  people  per  acre. 

The  sponsor  has  rejected  Alternative  B  due  to  public  opposition  expressed  at  a  City  Planning  Commission  hearing 
held  in  August,  1989  when  Alternative  B  was  the  proposed  project,  the  subject  of  a  prior  Draft  EIR. 
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C.  ALTERNATIVE  C  -  SINGLE-FAMILY  RESIDENTIAL 

Development  of  single-family  homes  was  considered  on  the  site  according  to  two  different  densities  and  types. 
One  assumed  development  of  13  detached  units  on  the  "bench"  with  access  from  Ulloa  Street.  The  other  assumed 
development  of  31  units,  the  maximum  allowable  for  the  site  under  RH-1  (D)  zoning,  including  28  attached  units 
on  the  "bench"  with  access  from  Ulloa  Street  and  three  detached  units  near  the  site's  northern  property  line 
with  access  from  Edgehill  Way.  The  sponsor  subsequently  selected  the  13-unit  development  as  the  proposed 
project;  that  project  is  the  subject  of  this  DEIR.  The  31 -unit  development.  Alternative  C,  is  discussed 
below  and  illustrated  in  Figure  20,  page  80. 

Alternative  C  assumes  that  "bench  area  lots  would  measure  from  25  to  31  feet  wide  by  76  to  1 10  feet  deep,  for 
an  average  lot  size  of  about  2,500  square  feet.  Each  lot  would  be  developed  with  two.  approximately  1 ,500- 
square  foot  attached  dwellings.  "Bench"  area  buildings  are  assumed  to  be  four  stories  in  height  and  have  three 
bedrooms  per  dwelling.  The  3  lots  which  would  front  Edgehill  Way  would  measure  23  to  35  feet  by  100  feet,  for 
an  average  lot  size  of  about  4,160  square  feet.  The  detached  dwellings  would  contain  2,500  square  feet, 
consist  of  4  stories,  and  have  4  to  5  bedrooms.  Access  to  the  28  "bench"  area  dwellings  would  be  provided  from 
Ulloa  Street  along  the  alignment  of  the  existing  driveway.  This  internal  street  would  be  extended  west, 
parallel  to  the  toe  of  the  hillside,  and  would  end  in  a  cul-de-sac  at  the  western  site  boundary;  it  would  form 
a  24-foot  wide  paved  buffer  located  six  feet  south  of  a  hillside  retaining  wall.  Dwelling  units  would  be  set 
back  by  approximately  48  feet  from  the  hillside,  about  23  feet  from  the  site's  southern  property  line,  and 
about  25  from  its  western  property  line.  Off-street  pari<ing  for  one  car  per  unit  would  be  provided.  Three 
separate  curb-cuts  off  Edgehill  Way  would  serve  driveways  of  the  detached  units  under  Alternative  C;  garage 
pari<ing  for  two  cars  per  detached  unit  would  be  provided.  An  additional  17  pari<ing  spaces  would  be  shared  with 
(and  located  near)  the  church. 

Slope  stabilization  measures  for  Alternative  C  would  consist  of  the  following: 

•  Flattening  the  overhanging  or  steep  slopes  in  the  western  portion  of  the  site. 

•  Building  a  six-  to  eight-foot-high  (depending  on  final  design  recommendations)  reinforced  concrete 
catchment  wall  at  the  toe  of  the  major  slope. 

•  Building  an  underpinning  wall  along  Edgehill  Way  consisting  of  drilled,  cast-in-place  concrete  piers 
connected  by  a  reinforced  concrete  grade  beam  and  tied  back  across  the  road.  (Rgure  21 ,  page  81 . 
illustrates  this  measure  schematically.) 
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Figure  21  -  Schematic  Sketch  -- 

Source:  Dames  &  Moore 
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•        Scaling  loose  rocks  off  the  prominent  bedrock  outcrop  and  installing  rock  bolts  and  wire  mesh  below  the 
underpinning  wall  (mesh  only  would  be  draped  over  the  rock  cliff  west  of  the  wall). 

Alternative  C  "bench"  area  slope  stabilization  generally  would  be  similar  to  that  required  for  the  project; 
underpinning  of  Edgehill  Way  required  for  Alternative  C  would  not  be  needed  for  the  project  which  would  not 
involve  construction  near  Edgehill  Way.  Underpinning  of  Edgehill  Way  would  need  approval  of  the  City's 
Director  of  Public  Works. 

Existing  traffic  conditions  relevant  to  "bench"  area  development  would  be  the  same  for  Alternative  C  as  for  the 
project,  except  that  Alternative  C  also  would  affect  traffic  on  Edgehill  Way.  According  to  a  November,  1988 
traffic  count  on  Edgehill  Way  near  Garcia  Street,  Edgehill  Way  carries  about  300  to  325  trips  per  day.  It  is  a 
narrow,  one-way,  looped  residential  street  which  serves  local  (no  through)  traffic  and  provides  access  to  about 
36  homes.  Parking  on  Edgehill  Way  is  limited  to  one  side  in  some  locations  and  is  prohibited  entirely  in  other 
locations;  on-street  parking  was  observed  to  be  30%  to  35%  occupied  during  the  mid-day.  The  street  width 
varies  from  about  14  feet,  adjacent  to  the  site,  to  as  little  as  7  or  8  feet  in  some  areas.  This  width  would 
prohibit  larger  tmcks.  Assuming  the  3  detached  dwellings  in  Alternative  C  would  have  the  same  trip  generation 
as  the  adjacent  existing  houses,  about  27  to  30  additional  daily  vehicle  trips  would  be  added  to  Edgehill  Way. 
This  would  increase  the  TIRE  Index  number  of  the  area  adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  Edgehill  Way  by  slightly 
more  than  0.1 ,  which  is  above  the  threshold  of  noticeability.  Alternative  C  would  result  in  about  210  daily 
trips  from  development  on  the  bench  (160%  of  project  traffic). 

Construction  of  Altemative  C  would  take  a  similar  amount  of  time  as  the  project.  Operational  noise  of 
Alternative  C  would  not  differ  noticeably  from  the  levels  expected  with  the  project.  Development  on  Edgehill 
Way  primarily  would  occur  out  of  the  line-of-sight  of  existing  Edgehill  Way  homes.  Traffic-generated  noise 
levels  would  be  of  the  same  approximate  magnitude  as  those  from  the  project. 

While  the  bench  itself  does  not  relate  visually  to  existing  patterns  of  development  which  have  occurred  around 
the  former  quarry  site,  the  visual  character  of  the  attached  dwelling  units  under  Alternative  C  could  be  viewed 
as  similar  to  the  attached  homes  built  along  Ulloa  Street;  these  site  units  would  appear  to  be  a  continuous 
linear  building  mass.  Construction  of  the  attached  units  without  side  yards  under  Alternative  C  would  give 
development  a  greater  visual  mass  compared  with  the  project  which  would  result  in  smaller,  broken-up  building 
masses.  The  three  detached  homes  which  would  front  Edgehill  Way  under  Alternative  C  would  be  visually 
prominent.  The  existing  profile  of  the  hillside  would  not  be  broken.  Underpinning  of  Edgehill  Way  under 
Alternative  C  would  not  be  visible  behind  the  existing  Edgehill  Way  retaining  wall,  but  foundation  structures 
for  the  three  dwelling  units  at  that  location  would  be  visible  within  the  surrounding  area. 
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Alternative  C  would  result  In  somewhat  increased  use  of  the  adjacent  City  open  space  due  to  the  proximity  of 
more  "bench"  area  units  than  with  the  project.  Population  density  would  be  proportionately  more  than  the 
project  under  Alternative  C. 

The  sponsor  is  not  actively  considering  Alternative  C  because,  in  the  sponsor's  opinion,  neighborhood  residents 
would  not  support  development  of  31  attached  units  and  because  the  alternative  would  not  respond  to  neighbors' 
expressed  wish  for  development  of  single-family  detached  homes  on  the  site. 
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a/       Square  Feet. 
Source:  Nichols  •  Berman 


TABLE  3 

Comparison  of  Project  and  Alternatives 


Proposed 


Alternative 


Alternative 


Alternative 


Project 

A 

B 

c 

Total  New  Building  Area  a/ 

49,659 

93,600 

49.500 

Ground  Floor  Footprint  a/ 

19,950 

27.930 

20,300 

Number  of  Units 

13 

120 

31 

Number  of  Bedrooms 

52 

120 

99 

to  65 

Parking  (spaces): 

•  Garage 

26 

44 

34 

•  Outdoor 

47 

17 

17 

Total  Spaces 

73 

61 

51 

TABLE  4 

Summary  of  Slope  Stabilization  Measures  and  Comparative  Costs 


Stabilization  Element 

A     Remove  Loose  Boulders  and 

Install  Rock  Bolts 
B     Scale  Slope  of  Loose 

[Material 

C     Flatten/Shape  Top  of  Slope 
D     Drape  with  Wire  Mesh  and 

Secure  to  Slopes 
E     Constnjct  Catchment  Wall 
F      Underpin  Edgehill  Way 

Estimated  Costs  of 
Stabilization  Measures  b/ 


Proposed 
Project 

X 

X 

X 
X 


Alternative 
A 


$643,700 


Alternative 
B 

X 

X 

X 
X 


$560,900 


Alternative 
C 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

$707,700 


b/       Note  that  Donald  Hillebrandt  roughly  estimated  stabilization  to  cost  about  $2,000,000  to  $5,000,000  for  a 
different  scenario.  See  Chapter  V,  Environmental  Impacts,  for  a  discussion  of  Details  and  Costs  of 
Stabilization  Alternatives,  page  53. 

Source:  Dames  &  Moore 
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IX.  DRAFT  EIR  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 

FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES 

Northwest  Information  Center  California 

Archaeological  Inventory 
Department  of  Anthropology 
Sonoma  State  University 
Rohnert  Park  CA  94928 
Attn:     Christian  Gerike 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental 

Management 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400 -Tenth  Street 
Sacramento  CA  95814 
Attn:      Loreen  McMahon 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 
Attn:      Larry  Litchfield 
Superintendent 

Landmari<s  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 
Attn:     Vincent  Marsh 

Mayor's  Office  of  Business  and  Economic 

Development 
100  Larkin  Street, 
San  Francisco  CA  941 02 
Attn:     James  Ho 


San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco  CA  94102 

Attn:  Sharon  Rogers 

Susan  Bierman 

Douglas  Engmann 

Wayne  Jackson  Hu 

James  B.  Morales,  President 

Edward  C.  Sewell 

Romaine  Baldridge,  Alternate 

Norman  Karasick,  Alternate 


Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco  CA  94102 

Attn:  Larry  Del  Carlo 

Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 
Attn:  Barbara  Smith 

Public  Utilities  Commission 

Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 

110  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco  CA  94102 

Attn:  John  Deakin,  Director 

Public  Utilities  Commission 
Room  287,  City  Hall 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 

Attn:  Thomas  J.  Elzey,  General  Manager 

Recreation  &  Park  Development 

McLaren  Lodge 

Golden  Gate  Park 

Fell  and  Stanyan  Streets 

San  Francisco  CA  941 1 7 

Attn:  Deborah  Learner 

Police  Department 

Planning  Division 

Hall  of  Justice 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco  CA  94103 

Attn:  Lt.  Thomas  W.  Suttemeier 

San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 
425  Mason  Street,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 
Attn:  Leonard  Tom 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Department 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 
Attn:  Mr.  Tony  Delucchi 

Director  of  Property 
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San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works 
Division  of  Streets  &  Mapping 
45  Hyde  Street,  Room  359 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 
Attn:      Tim  A.  Molinare 


San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works 
Division  of  General  Engineering 
45  Hyde  Street,  Room  200 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 
Attn:      Raymond  Wong 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works 
Traffic  Engineering  Division 
460  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 
Attn:     Gordon  Chester 

San  Francisco  Fire  Departnient 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco  CA  941 02 
Attn:     Howard  L.  Slater 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
MUNI  Planning  Division 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  204 
San  Francisco  CA  94115 
Attn:  Peter  Straus 

Robert  Meyers  Associates 
582  Market  Street,  Suite  1208 
San  Francisco  CA  941 04 

Planning  Analysis  &  Development 
530  Chestnut 
San  Francisco  CA  94133 
Attn:  Gloria  Root 

Sedway  Cooke  Associates 
101  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94105 

John  Twichell  Associates 

P.  O.  Box  2115 

San  Francisco  CA  94126 

Charles  Kroupa 

Miraloma  Improvement  Club 

24  Arroyo 

San  Francisco  CA  94127 


Water  Department 
Distribution  Division 
425  Mason  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 
Attn:  Hans  Bruno,  Assistant  Manager 

Martin  Lieberman,  Manager  CDD 

GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  418 
San  Francisco  CA  941 02 

Blayney-Dyett 

70  Zoe  Street 

San  Francisco  CA  941 07 

Attn:  Michael  W.  Dyett 


Environmental  Impact  Planning 
150  Spear  Street,  #1500 
San  Francisco  CA  941 03 
Attn:  Kumari  Malluran 

The  Jefferson  Company 
1700  California  Street,  #470 
San  Francisco  CA  94109 


Carolyn  Johnston  and  Susan  Bernhardt 

Morrison  &  Forster 

345  California  Street 

San  Francisco  CA  94104-2675 

Don  Hillebrandt  Assodates 
6219  Clive  Avenue 
Oakland  CA  9461 1 

Stu  Wright  and  Associates 
4  Viscaino  Way 
San  Rafael  CA  94903 

Donald  K.  Goodrich 
Goodrich  Traffic  Group 
300  Taraval  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94116 

William  Morris 

Urban  Holdings,  Inc. 
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A.  INTRODUCTION 

This  document  contains  summaries  of  the  public  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR) 
prepared  for  the  proposed  300  Ulloa  Street  13-Unit  Residential  Development  and  responses  to  those  comments 
Also  included  are  staff-initiated  text  changes. 

All  substantive  comments  made  at  the  Draft  EIR  public  hearing  before  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  January 
10, 1991  and  all  written  comments  received  during  the  Draft  EIR  public  review  period  from  November  29,  1990  to 
January  10, 1991  are  presented  in  this  document  by  direct  quotation,  edited  to  delete  repetition  and  non- 
substantive material  only. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter  and  are  arranged  by  topics  corresponding  to  the  Table  of 
Contents  in  the  DEIR.  Each  group  of  comments  is  followed  by  its  set  of  responses;  the  order  of  the  responses 
under  each  topic  follows  the  order  of  the  comments.  As  the  subject  matter  of  one  topic  may  overlap  that  of 
other  topics,  the  reader  must  occasionally  refer  to  more  than  one  group  of  comments  and  responses  to  review  all 
the  information  on  a  given  subject.  Where  this  occurs,  cross  references  are  provided. 

Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but  responses  are  included  to  provide  additional 
information  for  use  by  decision-makers. 

These  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Rnal  EIR  as  a  new  chapter.  Text  changes  from 
comments  and  responses  also  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR,  as  indicated  in  the  responses 
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B.  LIST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 

Susan  Bierman,  Member,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 
(DEIR  public  hearing  comments,  January  10, 1991) 

Robert  McCarthy,  Counsel  for  the  Project  Sponsor 

(DEIR  public  hearing  comments,  January  10, 1991) 

Herbert  Runion,  Homeowner  and  President,  Edgehill  Way  Association 
(DEIR  public  hearing  comments,  January  10, 1991) 

Arthur  Stucky 

(written  comments,  December  28, 1990) 

Elbert  Wilson,  Jr.,  Ulloa  Street  Neighbors  and  the  Greater  West  Portal  Neighborhood  Association 
(DEIR  public  hearing  comments,  January  10, 1991) 
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C.  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Project  Approvals 


COMMENTS: 

"For  the  past  four  years,  we  have  opposed  the  development  of  the  300  Ulloa  property  tor  anything  other 
than  for  which  the  property  is  zoned,  RH-1 D.  Today  we  are  here  in  support  of  the  sponsor  s  proposed  project 
for  13  RH-1  D  homes  at  300  Ulloa  and  to  recommend  approval  of  the  DEIR,  as  submitted.  Our  reasons  are  obvious 
It  is  the  lowest  density  project  ever  offered  for  300  Ulloa.  And  most  important,  it  is  a  residential 
development.  It  also  provides  for  the  hill  stabilization  of  a  dangerous  hillside  with  prescribed  safety 
setback,  containment  wall,  et  cetera. 

"When  this  project  was  announced,  we  polled  the  neighbors  in  closest  proximity  to  the  site,  showing  them  a 
copy  of  the  proposed  building  plans.  Ninety  percent  of  the  residents  most  directly  affected  signed  a  petition 
that  they  were  in  agreement  and  would  support  the  project  for  13  RH-1  D  units."  (Elbert  Wilson,  Jr.,  Ulloa 
Street  Neighbors  and  the  Greater  West  Portal  Neighborhood  Association) 

RESPONSE: 

The  comment  is  noted.  This  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  containing  the  views  expressed  by  this 
commenter,  will  be  given  to  members  of  the  Planning  Commission  for  their  consideration  during  the  project 
approval  process. 


COMMENTS: 

"On  January  17th,  199[1],  the  Greater  West  Portal  Neighborhood  Association  voted  their  approval  for  this 
project.  The  DEIR  has  been  made  available  to  all  interested  parties,  and  to  those  most  directly  affected  by 
the  project.  The  only  areas  of  concern  is  for  the  use  of  the  existing  easement  between  452  and  462  Ulloa  and 
the  constmction  of  a  safety  curb  and  fence  along  the  west  side  of  the  driveway  adjacent  to  the  Stucky 
property,  and  the  restriction  that  no  homes  be  built  on  the  northeast  property  facing  Edgehill  Way. 

"These  areas  of  concern  have  been  satisfactorily  resolved  by  the  developer  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  all 
concerned.  Therefore,  we  feel  the  DEIR  adequately  addresses  the  neighborhood  concerns  for  the  proposed 
project."  (Elbert  Wilson,  Jr.,  Ulloa  Street  Neighbors  and  the  Greater  West  Portal  Neighborhood  Association) 

RESPONSE: 

The  comment  is  noted. 


COMMENTS: 

"I  been  asked  by  Sister  Diane,  who  is  the  principal  of  St.  Brendan's  School,  as  well  as  Monsignor 
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McTaggart,  who  is  pastor  of  St.  Brendan's  parish,  to  indicate  their  support  for  the  proposed  alternative  of 
single  family  housing,  and  that  they  believe  that  the  EIR  adequately  addresses  their  concerns."  (Robert 
McCarthy,  Counsel  for  the  project  sponsor) 

RESPONSE: 

The  comment  is  noted. 

GEOLOGY 

COMMENTS: 

"I  simply  have  a  question  about  the  development.  Does  it  stand  as  essentially  put  fon/vard  in  the  draft 
report?  Are  there  any  changes  that  would  affect  the  hill  stabilization?  (Herbert  Runion,  Edgehill  Way 
Association) 

RESPONSE: 

No  changes  have  been  made  to  the  proposed  hillside  stabilization  measures  described  and  illustrated  in  the 
EIR,  pages  8-25. 

COMMENTS: 

"On  Page  15,  it  talks  about  removing  loose  rock  masses,  installing  rock  bolts,  draping.  And  something  of 
that  sort  exists  behind  the  church.  I  think  we  should  have  a  photograph  of  that  particular  treatment,  and  if 
there  are  other  places  that  treatment  has  been  used,  we  should  get  a  couple  of  photographs  because  I'm 
unfamiliar  with  -  and  I  think  readers  of  this  document  won't  know  what  that  effect  is."  (Susan  Bierman,  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission) 

RESPONSE: 

Figure  7B  of  the  EIR,  page  18  (reproduced  here  on  page  C&R-7),  shows  the  rock  bolt  and  wire  mesh 
stabilization  system  in  place  behind  the  Church  of  the  Nazarene.  Figure  7B  illustrates  how  this  system 
generally  would  appear  in  the  short-term,  immediately  after  installation  on  the  project  site.  Figure  7B  only 
shows  a  sample  of  the  slope  stabilization  measures,  not  the  entire  project  discussed  in  the  EIR  which  also 
would  include  landscaping.  Proposed  landscaping  identified  in  the  EIR  would  involve  planting  "evergreen  vines 
on  the  slopes  which  extend  uphill  to  Edgehill  Way"  (EIR  page  24,  paragraph  3)  and  "vines  from  above  and  below 
the  hillside  stabilization  area  where  wire  mesh  would  be  installed"  (EIR  page  68,  first  full  paragraph). 

EIR,  page  24,  paragraph  3,  third  sentence,  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined;  deleted 
language  is  bracketed): 

New  landscaping  would  include  fire-retardant  shrubbery  and  trees  behind  the  catchment  wall  near  the  toe  of 
the  slope,  evergreen  vines  on  the  slopes  which  extend  uphill  to  Edgehill  Way  [,]  behind  the  project  and 
below  the  hillside  stabilization  areas  and  1 1 2  new  trees. 
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7B     Existing  Rock  Bolt  (shown  at  arrow)  and  wire  mesh 

system  behind  the  church  structure  at  the  eastern  end 
of  the  project  property. 


Figure  7B  Photograph  --  Rock  Bolt  and  Wire  Mesh 


Source:  Dames  and  Moore,  January  1989 
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Apart  from  Figure  7B  which  is  from  the  project  site,  it  generally  is  not  appropriate  to  illustrate  an 
existing  hillside  stabilization  system  used  at  one  site  as  an  example  of  the  hillside  stabilization  measures 
proposed  for  another  site.  No  sites  possess  identical  physical  characteristics,  and  the  combination  of 
stabilization  techniques  possible  for  different  sites  would  not  be  comparable.  When  examining  a  completed 
slope  stabilization  system,  it  is  not  always  possible  to  accurately  determine  all  the  geotechnical  conditions 
which  need  correction  and,  thus,  to  know  how  applicable  one  system  would  be  to  another  site.  For  these 
reasons,  illustrating  hillside  stabilization  measures  installed  at  other  places,  as  suggested  by  this  comment, 
could  be  misleading  rather  than  helping  readers  understand  and  make  decisions  about  the  proposed  project. 


COMMENTS: 

"On  Page  53,  the  most  troubling  information  comes  out.  Many  years  along,  we  all  know  that  this  site  has 
been  a  problem  because  of  the  stabilization  of  the  slope.  There  was  a  bad  slide.  The  church  had  to  quit 
having  their  nursery  school  or  some  kind  of  activity  because  since  the  earthquake,  there  have  been  slides  or 
rocks  falling.  (Susan  Bierman,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission) 

RESPONSE: 

The  EIR  discusses  the  site's  geotechnical  conditions  in  Chapter  IV,  Environmental  Setting,  pages  27-35. 
The  EIR  states  on  page  27,  last  paragraph,  that  geologic  studies  have  been  performed  on  the  site  for  the  past 
30  years.  The  EIR,  on  the  bottom  of  page  31  and  top  of  page  32,  further  notes  that  two  large  rockfalls  are 
known  to  have  occurred  on  the  site  since  1960  -  one  in  1967  and  one  in  1978  --  in  describing  the  areas  of 
slope  instability  and  concludes,  page  33,  second  full  paragraph,  that  "geotechnical  consultants  agree  on  the 
site's  instability,  that  semi-stable  or  unstable  conditions  will  persist,  and  that  potential  threats  to 
property  will  remain  unless  slope  stabilization  measures  are  implemented". 

As  noted  in  the  EIR,  txjttom  of  page  31  and  top  of  page  32,  the  slide  in  1967  occurred  northwest  of  the 
church.  According  to  reports  used  to  prepare  the  EIR,  the  City  denied  a  use  permit  for  the  site  after  the 
slide  in  1967,  and  the  slope  behind  the  church  subsequently  was  stabilized,  as  shown  in  Figure  78.  As 
noted  in  the  EIR,  top  of  page  32,  the  slide  in  1978  occurred  in  the  central  part  of  the  site  (near  the  former 
nursery  school  play  area)  which  had  not  been  stabilized  following  the  1967  slide  and  which  continued  to  weather 
and  ravel,  depositing  rocks  and  debris  at  the  toe  of  the  slope.  As  noted  in  the  EIR,  page  51 ,  fifth  bullet, 
after  the  second  slide  in  1978,  the  church's  geotechnical  consultant  recommended  moving  the  nursery  school 


"Slope  Hazards  Investigation,  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene,  San  Francisco,  Gaiifomia",  Dames  &  Moore,  August  1978.  The  EIR 
refers  to  this  Dames  &  Moore  report  and  also  notes  that  it  and  the  other  tiackground  material  used  to  prepare  the  EIR  are 
available  for  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San 
Francisco. 
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playground  2,  and  the  City  required  that  part  of  the  school  and  play  area  near  the  toe  of  the  slope  be 
barricaded  and  not  used  until  repairs  had  been  implemented.  ^  According  to  the  EIR,  page  51 ,  first  full 
paragraph,  the  play  area  was  moved  farther  west  away  from  the  slope  and  the  church  in  1979.  The  EIR,  page  27, 
first  paragraph,  reports  that  the  relocated  play  area  shown  in  Figure  1 ,  page  9,  was  used  until  March,  1983. 
The  play  area  was  removed  before  the  period  of  seismic  activity  during  October,  1989,  the  geotechnical  effects 
of  which  the  EIR  describes  on  pages  33-35. 


Costs  of  Stabilization  Alternatives 

COMMENTS: 

"There's  an  enormous  difference  in  price  between  the  stabilization  plan  for  this  project,  a  cost  of 
$644,000  to  stabilize  the  hill  and  what  Mr.  Hillebrandt  gave  for  this  project.  Hillebrandt  has  always  opposed 
the  stabilization  of  the  hill  saying  it  wasn't  feasible,  so  his  plan  had  more  walls  and  fences  to  keep  things 
that  were  falling  from  hitting  below.  His  estimates  are  two  million  to  five  million.  $644,000  is  about  a 
third  of  what  Hillebrandt  thought  should  be  spent.  So,  obviously,  this  project  sponsor  has  opted  --  and  I'm 
sure  he's  had  to  opt  for  this  hill  stabilization.  I,  for  one,  am  quite  worried  that  the  option  that  the 
developer  has  selected  is  going  to  leave  a  scarred  hill  for  many,  many  years  and  possibly  not  a  safe  hill. 

"If  I  recall  correctly,  the  reason  the  EIR  was  required  was  because  of  those  two  differing  experts,  and 
the  same  differing  is  here,  and  I  don't  know  how  this  commission  can  judge  that  something  that's  a  third  of  the 
base  cost  of  what  Hillebrandt  said  would  be  required  is  what's  going  to  be  done.  I  don't  know  how  we  can  say 
it's  going  to  be  safe  when  we  have  such  a  wide  difference.  Maybe  there  needs  to  be  a  third  judgment  I  don't 
know.  But  this,  to  me,  is  a  red  flag  for  the  commission  --  and  it  ought  to  be  for  the  developer  --  as  to  the 
safety  of  the  project.  So  I  think  this  needs  something  more,  or  we're  stuck  with  enornnously  varying  estimates, 
and  that's  dangerous  for  a  commission  to  just  go  for  the  cheapest  shot  to  fix  a  dangerous  hillside.  That  to  me 
is  trouble."  (Susan  Bierman,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission) 

RESPONSE: 

The  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Section  15151)  require  EIRs  to  disclose  disagreements  among  experts  and  provide 
decision-makers  with  a  sufficient  degree  of  analysis  to  make  "intelligent  judgments".  According  to  the  CEQA 
Guidelines  (Section  15151),  "disagreement  anrKDng  experts  does  not  make  an  EIR  inadequate,  but  the  EIR  should 
summarize  the  main  points  of  disagreement  among  the  experts". 


The  main  points  of  difference  between  the  two  experts  who  have  studied  the  site  are  identified  in  the  Summary. 
EIR  page  3,  end  of  first  paragraph.  EIR  pages  27-34  in  the  Environmental  Setting  Chapter  describe  the  nature 


2  Ibid. 

"Supplementary  Report,  Slope  Hazards  Investigation,  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene,  San  Francisco,  California".  Dames  &  Moore. 
October,  1 979.  This  report  is  part  of  the  project  file. 

^    Guide  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  Michael  Remy,  Tina  Thomas,  Sharon  Duggan,  and  James  Moose,  1989 
Edition,  pages  176-180. 
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and  history  of  geotechnical  investigation  of  the  site  by  the  two  experts.  EIR  pages  45-54  set  forth  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  project  related  to  geology  including,  on  pages  48-53,  a  detailed  description  of 
the  points  of  disagreement  between  the  two  experts  encompassing  geotechnical  approaches  to  site  development; 
adequacy  of  data;  and  estimated  costs  of  stabilization  approaches. 

With  respect  to  the  comment  about  the  potential  scarring  of  the  site,  the  EIR,  page  40,  paragraph  4, 
characterizes  the  site's  existing  condition,  stating  that  "the  disturbed  character  of  the  site  contrasts 
visually  with  the  adjacent  City-owned  open  space".  The  EIR,  page  67,  paragraphs  1  and  2,  acknowledges  that 
both  vegetation  and  rocks  would  be  removed  and  that  the  project  "would  expose  more  of  the  quarry  face  than 
presently  is  visible  because  of  the  site  stabilization  program  and  would  alter  existing  views  of  the  site.  ... 
Essentially,  the  slope  stabilization  wori<  would  remove  trees  from  the  site  and  remove  loose  materials, 
resulting  in  a  somewhat  denuded  hillside  until  new  vegetation  grows".  The  EIR  also  states  that  vegetation 
proposed  to  be  planted  after  hillside  stabilization  would  mature  in  5  to  20  years,  depending  on  plant  type  and 
maintenance  (EIR,  page  68,  second  and  third  full  paragraphs). 

Underpinning  of  Edqehill  Way 

COMMENTS: 

"We  are  interested  in  the  stabilization  of  the  hill  because  the  roadway  has  slid  before,  and  we  would 
wonder  if  there  would  be  any  changes  relative  to  this  in  the  report.  The  report,  it  seems  to  me,  addresses 
this  area  pretty  well  in  terms  of  the  geology  of  the  area  and  the  methods  that  would  be  used.  So  I  have  no 
great  criticism  of  these,  but  we  are  interested  tangentially  in  the  roadway."  (Heriaert  Runion,  Edgehill  Way 
Association) 

"I  think  it's  important  for  our  staff  to  meet  with  them  [Edgehill  Way  Association]  to  explain.  One  of  my 
questions  is  going  to  be  the  same  thing,  which  is  stabilization  of  the  roadway,  which  was  planned  under  the 
previous  proposal,  but  I  think  it  is  not  planned  ... .  I  think  the  staff  should  meet  with  the  gentleman  now  to 
explain  and  his  comment  imminently  at  this  point  for  the  record  is  asking  about  the  road  and  the  road 
stabilization,  if  I  understand."  (Susan  Bierman,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission) 

The  last  comment  is  about  the  roadway.  A  little  support  last  time  was  generated  for  the  residential  care 
facility.  The  people  up  on  Edgehill  supported  that  project  because  the  roadway  was  going  to  be  stabilized.  I 
think  that  it  is  not  the  case  in  this  project.  If  that's  true,  the  people  on  Edgehill  should  know  that.  I 
think  the  document  is  clear  on  that,  but  I  don't  think  the  gentleman  is  clear  on  it.  And  if  it  could  be  made 
clearer,  that  would  be  good.  (Susan  Bierman,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission) 

RESPONSE: 

The  comment  has  been  forwarded  to  Department  of  City  Planning  staff  handling  the  Conditional  Use 
authorization  application. 

It  should  be  noted  for  clarification  that  the  stabilization  measure  to  underpin  Edgehill  Way,  described 
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and  illustrated  by  the  EIR,  pages  79-83,  for  Alternative  C,  the  31 -unit  alternative  which  would  include  three 
residences  on  Edgehill  Way,  would  apply  to  Alternative  C  only.  Underpinning  Edgehill  Way  was  not  part  of  the 
previous  project  proposed  for  the  site,  described  and  illustrated  in  the  EIR,  pages  74-78,  as  Alternative  B  - 
Residential  Care  Facility  -  nor  is  it  proposed  as  one  of  the  hillside  stabilization  measures  described  and 
illustrated  in  the  EIR,  pages  15-24,  for  the  13-unit  project. 

NOISE 

COMMENTS: 

"Enclosed  please  find  copies  of  new  plans  drawn  by  Warner  H.  Schmalz,  archidect  for  the  300  Ulloa  Street 
developnnent.  The  new  sketches  reflect  an  agreement  between  the  developers  and  us  to  secure  our  property  from 
njn-away  vehicles  during  and  after  construction,  as  well  as  keep  the  noise  level  at  a  tolerant  [sic]  level. 
The  changes  are  in  reference  to  noise  report  on  pages  61-62  of  the  EIR  regarding  side  facade  of  our  yard 
bording  the  driveway  to  the  development  site.  We  ask  you  to  please  include  the  enclosed  in  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report."  (Arthur  Stucky,  area  resident) 

RESPONSE: 

The  plans  mentioned  in  this  comment  are  included  in  the  project  file  which  is  available  for  public  review 
at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco.  The  plans  show  the  two-foot  high 
solid  concrete  safety  curb  described  in  the  EIR,  page  14,  paragraph  4  (Project  Description,  Project 
Characteristics),  and  page  62,  paragraph  1  (Noise,  Project  Operation)  which,  as  noted  on  page  62,  could  reduce 
noise  at  the  properties  below.  In  addition  to  this  wall,  the  plans  show  a  five-foot  high  wooden  fence  on  top 
of  the  safety  curb.  The  fence  has  been  proposed  to  increase  the  adjacent  neighbors'  privacy;  it  would  not 
result  in  measurably  lower  noise  levels  than  reported  in  the  EIR.  ^ 

URBAN  DESIGN 
Project  Design 

COMMENTS: 

"On  Page  67,  there's  a  very  schematic  design  drawn  by  I  don't  know  who  -  I  presume  the  architect  -  of 
this  housing.  And  it  bears  relationship  to  a  wooded  hillside.  In  no  way  does  this  architecture  fit  in  with  a 
forested  hilltop.  It's  like  a  row  of  houses  any  place  in  the  city.  And  I'd  like  to  see  some  attention  paid 
because  the  way  these  pictures  are  drawn,  I  don't  see  how  we  can  possibly  give  a  Prop.  M  [Proposition  M] 
finding.  It  bears  no  relationship  to  its  surroundings."  (Susan  Bierman,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission) 

RESPONSE: 

The  photomontage  presented  in  Figure  16,  page  65.  was  prepared  by  an  architectural  illustrator  using  plans 

^    Nichols  •  Barman  conversation  with  Warner  Schmalz  (project  sponsor's  architect),  January  18,  1991. 
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and  elevations  prepared  by  the  project  sponsor's  architect.  Both  Figure  16  and  Figure  13,  page  42,  show  that 
the  project  site  is  located  nnid-way  between  the  foot  and  the  crest  of  Edgehill  Mountain.  The  existing  level 
area  of  the  site  described  in  the  EIR,  page  27,  paragraph  1 ,  as  the  bench  was  created  by  past  quarrying 
activity  which  altered  the  natural  topography  of  this  part  of  Edgehill  Mountain  and  left  the  upper  elevations 
largely  intact. 

As  shown  in  Figure  16,  the  project's  visual  character  would  be  somewhat  similar  to  existing  homes  built  on 
lower  elevations  of  Edgehill  Mountain,  below  the  site,  and  elsewhere  in  this  area  of  San  Francisco  which  has 
been  developed  with  rows  of  detached  homes,  as  noted  by  the  commenter.  In  relation  to  the  row  houses  downhill 
from  the  site,  the  EIR,  page  67,  last  paragraph,  states  that  "the  three-story  project  units  would  appear  larger 
than  predominantly  two-story  homes  visible  in  the  foreground  views  of  the  site".  At  the  top  of  Figure  16,  less 
evident  but  partly  visible  is  the  dissimilarity  in  the  design  of  the  proposed  project  and  existing  homes 
located  uphill  from  the  site,  on  top  and  around  the  summit  of  Edgehill  Mountain,  which,  as  shown  in  the  photo, 
tend  to  blend  with  the  surrounding  woods  more  than  the  homes  located  lower  on  the  hill  than  the  site  and  along 
Portola  Drive,  for  example. 

It  should  be  noted  that  Urban  Design  issues  are  often  subjective  by  nature  and  may  be  most  relevant  during 
the  project  approval  process. 

Tree  Renfioval 
COMMENTS: 

"I'm  just  going  through  this  because  this  is  bordering  public  open  space,  which  really  was  bought  by  Rec 
and  Park  not  for  hiking,  not  for  anything  except  its  visual  ~  mostly,  it  was  bought  for  its  visual  beauty. 
And  I  want  this  project  somehow  to  relate  to  that.  And  ripping  out  120  some  trees  ~  this  document  doesn't 
make  it  clear  how  that's  going  to  affect  the  open  space.  So  I'm  just  trying  to  get  at  places  where  it  might  be 
appropriate  to  do  more."  (Susan  Bierman,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission) 

"The  last  thing  is  that  the  97  trees  -  there  ought  to  be  a  picture,  a  closer  up  picture  of  those  97  trees 
and  the  public  open  space  and  delineated  which  trees  are  going.  Everybody  knows  ~  the  project  sponsor  knows 
because  they  have  counted  them,  but  to  this  day,  we  don't  have  a  picture  of  them.  I  don't  know  if  anybody  can 
picture  97  trees,  but  97  trees  is  a  grove.  And  I  don't  think  a  careful  enough  job  has  been  done  to  solve  that 
problem.  So  I  hope  some  of  that  gets  solved."  (Susan  Bierman,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission) 

RESPONSE: 

Figures  13,  14,  and  15,  pages  C&R  13-15  herein,  have  been  revised  to  demarcate  the  site  and  the  adjacent  public 
open  space  and  will  replace  Draft  EIR  Figures  13, 14,  and  15,  pages  42-44.  Figure  17,  Draft  EIR  page  66  and 
page  C&R  16,  has  been  revised  to  add  rrrore  specific  information  about  where  trees  would  be  renx)ved,  retained. 
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and  replanted  on  the  western  part  of  the  site  near  the  City-owned  open  space.  As  described  throughout  the  EIR 
(for  example,  pages  2,  64,  and  67),  the  project  would  remove  trees,  both  to  stabilize  the  hillside  (15  trees) 
and  to  create  proposed  Lots  1  -4  (97  trees). 

Figures  C&R-1 ,  2,  and  3  on  pages  C&R  19-21 ,  of  this  document  are  intended  to  provide  additional  information 
regarding  the  trees  on  the  site  and  project  tree  removal.  Figure  C&R  1  is  an  aerial  photograph  of  the  site.  It 
shows  the  trees  growing  on  proposed  Lots  1-4  and  the  adjacent  City-owned  open  space.  The  project  site  boundary 
and  the  proposed  property  lines  have  been  superimposed  on  the  aerial  photograph;  the  locations  of  building 
footprints  of  the  homes  proposed  on  Lots  1-4  also  are  shown,  as  is  the  footprint  of  the  fomierly  proposed 
residential  care  facility  (Alternative  B  in  the  EIR). 

Figures  C&R-2  and  C&R-3  show  views  of  the  forest  on  the  western  part  of  the  site.  Rgure  C&R-2  shows  the  view 
from  Lot  3  looking  south  toward  the  backyards  of  existing  homes  located  on  the  north  side  of  Ulloa  Street.  The 
backyards  are  located  beyond  the  chain  link  fence  visible  in  the  middle  distance  of  the  photograph.  Rgure 
C&R-3  shows  the  view  from  Lot  1  looking  west  toward  the  City-owned  open  space.  The  open  space  is  located 
beyond  the  chain  link  fence  visible  in  the  middle  distance  of  the  photograph.  ^ 

These  revised  and  new  figures  show  the  areas  where  the  project  would  remove  the  1 1 2  trees  discussed  above. 
These  figures  and  EIR  Figure  16,  page  65,  also  show  that  the  project  would  retain  some  existing  trees  on  the 
lower  elevations  of  Lots  1-4.  Those  remaining  trees  would  be  visible  from  viewpoints  south  of  the  site.  The 
trees  which  interrupt  views  of  proposed  homes  shown  on  the  western  end  of  the  site  in  EIR  Rgure  16,  page  65, 
are  existing  trees  to  be  retained  by  the  project.  The  figures  further  indicate  that  existing  trees  would  be 
retained  on  the  elevations  above  proposed  Lots  1-4  and  that  the  remaining  trees  would  be  visible  from  locations 
south  of  the  site.  Trees  shown  upslope  from  proposed  homes  on  the  westem  end  of  the  site  in  EIR  Figure  16  are 
existing  trees  adjacent  to  the  City-owned  open  space  which  would  be  retained  by  the  project. 

MITIGATION  MEASURES 

COMMENTS: 

"They  [St.  Brendan's  School  staff]  had  one  issue  that  they  would  like  me  to  bring  to  your  attention,  and 
that  is  on  Page  70  of  the  Draft  EIR,  under  Subparagraph  B,  'mitigation  measures  which  could  be  implemented  by 
the  city.'  It's  not  going  to  be  a  mitigation  measure  which  is  required,  and  they  don't  want  it  to  be  required. 
There  is  a  suggestion  about  the  restriping  of  the  intersection  at  Waithman  and  Ulioa.  And  they  wish  me  to 
convey  to  you  their  strong,  strong  concern  that  that  not  be  restriped  and  that  it  be  left  as  it  is."  (Robert 
McCarthy,  Counsel  for  the  project  sponsor) 


Nichols  •  Bemian  conversation  with  Emery  Rogers  (project  sponsor's  landscape  architect),  January  31 .  1991 . 

C&R-17 


X.  Summary  of  Comments  &  Responses 


RESPONSE: 

The  EIR  contains  no  mitigation  measures  related  to  the  Waithman-Ulloa  intersection,  thus  none  on  the 
restriping  of  that  intersection.  The  comment  appears  to  refer  to  some  other  document. 

SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 

COMMENT: 

"Under  'significant  environmental  effects  which  can't  be  avoided'  with  the  loss  of  97  trees  -  the  biggest 
loss  of  the  trees,  if  I  understand  it  correctly,  is  97  trees  directly  next  to  the  public  open  space.  Unless 
some  careful  work  is  done  with  design  and  tree  planting  -  not  just  tree  planting,  but  design  -  there  has  to 
be  a  significant  impact  on  the  public  open  space.  It's  going  to  change  the  whole  view  of  that  hill.  I'm  not 
saying  it  can't  be  done,  but  I'm  saying  nobody's  tried  to  do  it.  If  nothing  better  is  done  with  the  design, 
then  this  has  to  say  there's  a  significant  effect  when  those  97  trees  come  down."  (Susan  Bierman,  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission) 

RESPONSE: 

As  discussed  in  the  EIR,  the  project  would  be  built  on  a  disturbed  site  used  for  many  years  as  a  quarry. 
The  bench  area  is  essentially  devoid  of  trees.  As  stated  in  the  EIR,  page  24,  paragraph  3  (Project 
Characteristics),  page  64,  last  paragraph,  and  page  67,  top  of  page  (Urban  Design),  a  total  of  97  trees  would 
be  removed  from  the  western  part  of  the  site  with  the  creation  of  proposed  Lots  1-4,  and  15  trees  would  be 
removed  to  stabilize  the  hillside,  for  a  net  loss  of  1 12  trees.  The  loss  of  these  trees,  should  the  project  be 
approved,  is  clearly  shown  in  the  EIR.  EIR  Figures  13-15  have  been  revised  and  Figures  C&R-1,  2,  and  3  have 
been  added  to  augment  information  in  the  EIR  (see  pages  C&R  13-15  and  19-21  herein). 

The  trees  that  would  be  removed,  as  stated  on  EIR  page  64,  last  paragraph,  include  mostly  eucalyptus  and 
some  cypress  trees.  These  are  not  rare  and  endangered  species.  The  project  would  include  landscaping  as 
described  on  EIR  pages  24,  paragraph  3,  and  pages  68-69.  The  landscaping  plan  consists  mainly  of  planting 
fire-retardant  shrubbery  and  trees  behind  the  catchment  wall  near  the  toe  of  the  slope,  evergreen  vines  on  the 
slopes  which  extend  uphill  to  Edgehill  Way,  behind  the  project,  and  112  new  trees. 

The  EIR,  page  67,  last  paragraph  (Urban  Design),  clearly  states  that  "the  proposed  single-family  homes  ... 
would  introduce  development  where,  apart  from  the  church,  none  has  existed  [and  ...  ]  would  extend  development 
in  a  horizontal  band  across  the  bench,  from  the  existing  church  building  to  the  contiguous  City-owned  open 
space".  The  EIR,  bottom  of  page  67  and  top  of  page  68,  further  states  that  "proposed  units  would  dominate 
foreground  views  of  the  City-owned  open  space  for  people  looking  west  from  vantage  points  located  east  of  the 
site".  Please  also  see  pages  C&R  11-17  herein  for  further  discussion  of  urban  design  issues. 
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Figure  C  &  R  -  1  --  Aerial  Photograph 

I  C«r*  F«c«ty  Photo  thowt  all  vegelalion  including  trees  with  diameters  larger  and  smaller  than  six  Inches  as  well  as  bushes  and  other  plants. 
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The  EIR  authors  do  not  believe  these  effects  would  constitute  a  significant  adverse  environmental  impact 
under  CEQA.  As  stated  on  EIR,  page  72,  paragraph  1 ,  Chapter  VII,  Significant  Environmental  Effects,  is  subject 
to  final  determination  by  the  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  its  certification  process  for  the  EIR.  The  Final 
EIR  will  be  revised,  if  necessary,  to  reflect  the  findings  of  the  Commission. 


ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative  B  --  Residential  Care  Facilitv 

COMMENTS: 

"The  problem  I  have  with  this  document  is  that  it's  very  difficult  to  tell  the  effects  of  this  project  and 
the  effects  of  the  previous  project,  how  this  differs.  May  there  is  a  way  to  have  a  table  of  some  kind  or 
maps.  I  can't,  for  instance,  tell  whether  the  same  trees  are  being  taken  down  with  this  project.  I  think  they 
are,  but  I  may  be  wrong.  So  it's  very  important  for  us  to  know,  for  me  to  know  what  are  the  advantages,  i 
understand  the  traffic  will  be  much  improved,  but  I  think  it  needs  to  be  clarified  better  as  to  how  this 
differs  from  the  previous  residential  facility.  On  Page  6,  under  Alternative  B,  it  gives  an  explanation  of 
what  that  alternative  was,  a  residential  care  facility,  but  it  doesn't  give  a  true  account,  and  I  would  like 
that  to  be  included."  (Susan  Bierman,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission) 

RESPONSE: 

The  EIR,  page  77,  first  full  paragraph,  compares  the  number  of  trees  which  would  be  removed  with 
Alternative  B  with  the  number  which  would  be  removed  with  the  project,  as  follows: 


"Construction  of  this  alternative  would  remove  35  trees  with  diameters  of  6  inches  or  larger  compared  with 
the  project's  removal  of  72  6-inch  trees  or  larger  because  this  alternative  would  be  set  back  less  from 
the  toe  of  the  slope,  so  would  encroach  less  on  the  trees  on  the  southern  part  of  the  site,  and  would  not 
extend  as  far  west." 

The  number  of  trees  smaller  than  6  inches  in  diameter  to  be  removed  by  Alternative  B  was  not  counted;  this 
number  only  was  identified  for  the  project  (40  trees).  This  is  because  the  tree  removal  plan  for  Alternative  B 
was  not  prepared  at  the  same  level  of  detail  as  prepared  for  the  project.  Such  detail  was  not  needed  for  the 
"previous  project",  the  Residential  Care  Facility,  because  development  under  Alternative  B  was  not  proposed  as 
close  to  the  western  site  property  line  and  adjacent  City-owned  open  space  as  would  occur  with  the  project.  A 
tree  removal  plan  with  additional  detail  was  provided  for  the  current  project,  the  13-unit  residential 
development,  in  order  to  account  for  all  trees  to  be  removed,  both  larger  and  smaller  than  six  inches  in 
diameter. 


The  proximity  of  development  to  the  City-owned  open  space,  west  of  the  site,  can  be  compared  by  examining 
the  photomontages  presented  in  the  EIR  in  Figure  16,  page  65,  which  simulates  the  project  and  Figure  19.  page 
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78  which  simulates  Alternative  B.  Both  figures  show  an  existing  street  light  on  Portoia  Drive  in  the 
foreground.  Figure  16  shows  single-family  homes  with  the  project  left  (west)  of  the  light  standard,  and  Figure 
18  shows  no  development  with  Alternative  B  left  (west)  of  the  standard.  The  locations  of  building  footprints 
also  demonstrate  the  extent  of  site  development  with  either  the  project  or  alternative  which  would  affect  the 
number  of  trees  removed.  The  EIR  presents  Conceptual  Site  Plans  for  the  project  in  Figure  2,  page  1 1 ,  and  for 
Alternative  B  in  Figure  18,  page  76,  which  can  be  compared  with  the  aerial  photograph.  Figure  C&R-1 ,  presented 
in  this  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  page  C&R-19. 

Additional  comparisons  between  the  project  and  alternatives  are  presented  in  the  EIR  in  Tables  3  and  4, 
page  84,  reproduced  here  on  page  C&R-24. 
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TABLE  3 

Comparison  of  Project  and  Alternatives 
Proposed         Alternative        Alternative  Alternative 


Project 

A 

B 

C 

Total  New  Building  Area  a/ 

49,659 

93,600 

49,500 

Ground  Floor  Footprint  a/ 

19,950 

27,930 

20,300 

Number  of  Units 

13 

120 

31 

Number  of  Bedrooms 

52 

120 

99 

to  65 

Parking  (spaces): 

•  Garage 

26 

44 

34 

•  Outdoor 

47 

17 

17 

Total  Spaces 

73 

61 

51 

a/       Square  Feet. 
Source:  Nichols  Bonman 


TABLE  4 

Summary  of  Slope  Stabilization  Measures  and  Comparative  Costs 

Proposed         Alternative        Alternative  Alternative 


Stabilization  Element 

Project 

A 

B 

C 

A     Remove  Loose  Boulders  and 

X 

X 

X 

Install  Rock  Bolts 

B     Scale  Slope  of  Loose 

X 

X 

X 

Material 

C     Flatten/Shape  Top  of  Slope 

X 

X 

X 

D     Drape  with  Wire  Mesh  and 

X 

X 

X 

Secure  to  Slopes 

E     Constnjct  Catchment  Wall 

X 

X 

X 

F      Underpin  Edgehill  Way 

X 

Estimated  Costs  of 

$643,700 

$560,900 

$707,700 

Stabilization  Measures  b/ 


b/       Note  that  Donald  Hillebrandt  roughly  estimated  stabilization  to  cost  about  $2,000,000  to  $5,000,000  for  a 
different  scenario.  See  Chapter  V,  Environmental  Impacts,  for  a  discussion  of  Detajis  and  Costs  of 
Stabilization  Alternatives,  page  53. 

Source:  Dames  &  Moore 
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STAFF-INITIATED  TEXT  CHANGES 


References  in  several  places  in  the  Draft  EIR  to  a  total  of  73  net  new  parking  spaces.  That  number  should 
be  33.  There  would  be  total  of  73  on-site  parking  spaces  at  project  completion,  if  approved.  Of  the  73 
spaces,  33  spaces  would  represent  net  new  spaces  and  40  existing  spaces  for  the  church  would  be  eliminated  in 
one  location  and  put  back  in  another.  The  supportive  analyses  are  based  on  the  correct  existing,  proposed,  and 
net  new  number  of  parking  spaces. 


Accordingly,  page  2,  paragraph  4  of  the  Draft  EIR  is  changed  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  is 
underlined;  deleted  language  is  bracketed): 


Two  off-street  parking  spaces  would  be  provided  in  the  garage  of  each  unit,  and  seven  on-street  spaces 
would  be  provided  across  from  the  homes  in  street  "bulbs".  Another  new  40  on-site  spaces  would  be 
provided  for  the  church,  including  18  spaces  in  a  designated  parking  area  and  22  spaces  on  the  main  access 
road  [for  a  total  of  73  net  new  spaces  with  the  project];  these  would  replace  40  spaces  used  by  the  church 
which  the  project  would  eliminate.  Thus,  there  would  be  a  total  of  73  spaces  (33  net  new  spaces)  with  the 
project. 

Page  59,  paragraph  2  of  the  Draft  EIR  (immediately  under  the  heading  "Parking  Impacts")  is  changed  to  read 
as  follows  (revised  language  is  underlined;  deleted  language  is  bracketed): 


Under  the  City  Planning  Code,  one  parking  space  per  dwelling  unit  would  be  required  for  the  project. 
Thus,  the  Code  would  require  13  off-street  parking  spaces.  The  project  would  provide  26  residential 
parking  spaces  (2  per  unit),  7  spaces  along  the  access  road  for  residents  and  visitors,  and  another  40 
spaces  for  the  church  (for  a  total  of  73  [net  new]  spaces,  of  which  number  33  would  be  net  new  spaces): 
the  church  spaces  would  be  eliminated  on  one  part  of  the  site  and  replaced  in  another. 
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APPENDIX  A 

Initial  Study 

File  No.:  87.399F.C 
Address:    300-Ulloa  Street 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
MOTION  NO.  11393 

ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  APPEAL  OF  THE  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION,  FILE 
NUMBER  37.399EC  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  ("PROJECT-)  AT  300  ULLOA  STREtT 


MOVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  ("Commission") 
hereby  SUSTAINS  the  appeal  of  the  Department  of  City  Planninq's  decision  to 
issue  a  Negative  Declaration,  based  on  the  following  findings: 

1.  On  December  24,  1987,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  California 
Environmental  guality  Act  ("CEljA"),  the  State  CEUA  Guidelines,  and  Chapter 
31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  ("Department")  received  an  Environmental  Evaluation  Application 
form  for  the  Project,  in  order  that  it  might  conduct  an  initial  evaluation 
to  determine  whether  the  Project  might  have  a  significant  Impact  on  the 
environment. 

2.  On  April  29,  1988,  the  Department  determined  that  the  Project,  as 
proposed,  could  not  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment. 

3.  On  April  29,  1988,  a  notice  of  determination  that  a  Preliminary  Negative 
Declaration  would  be  issued  for  the  Project  was  duly  published  in  « 
newspaper  of  general  circulation  in  the  City,  and  the  Preliminary  Negative 
Declaration  posted  In  the  Department  offices  and  mailed  to  the  project 
sponsor,  all  in  accordance  with  law. 

4.  On  May  S,  IOCS,  an  appeal  cf  s.*ie  ceclslon  tu  Issue  a  H*gat1ve  Oeclsrat'lon 
was  timely  filed  by  Helen  Barlcley,  President  of  the  Greater  West  Portal 
Neighborhood  Association. 

5.  On  May  26,  1988,  the  Commission  held  a  duly  noticed  and  advertised  public 
hearing  on  the  appeal  of  the  Negative  Declaration,  at  which  testimony  on 
the  merits  of  the  appeal,  both  in  favor  of  and  in  opposition  to,  was 
received.    The  Commission  also  held  duly  noticed  and  advertised  public 
hearings  on  the  appeal  of  Che  Negative  Declaration  on  June  9  and  July  7, 
1988. 

6.  Staff  nnemorsnda,  dated  May  19.  June  9,  and  July  1,  1988,  have  been 
prepared  which  address  and  respond  to  several  points  raised  by  appellant 
in  Che  appeal  letcer  and  in  subsequent  submittals  to  the  City  Planning 
Commission.    These  memoranda  are  incorporated  by  reference  herein.  Cooies 
of  these  memoranda  have  been  delivered  to  the  City  Planning  Commission, 
and  copies  of  these  memoranda  are  on  file  and  available  for  puolic  review 
at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street.  These 
inemoranda,  along  with  other  data  in  Che  Initial  Study  and  in  the  file, 
provide  the  basis  for  focusing  further  environmental  analysis  on  the 
following  issues: 


A.2 


CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


File  No. 
Address 
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Geoloqy:    further  environmental  analysis  will  focus  on  plans  for  the 
stabi 1 i  zation  of  the  hillside  above  the  prooosed  develooment  site. 
Project  alternatives  will  consider  the  slope  stabilization  parameters 
reco(nnended  by  project  geotechnical  consultants  and  those  recommended  by 
Mr.  Donald  Hillebrandt,  a  geotechnical  consultant  familiar  with  the 
conditions  on  the  project  site. 

Transportation:    further  environmental  analysis  will  focus  on  project 
transportation  impacts  and  the  methodologies  used  by  both  consultants  to 
reach  their  respective  conclusions  on  environmental  effects. 

Vi sual :    visual  effects  otherwise  appropriately  discussed  during  the 
consideration  of  the  project's  Conditional  Use  authorization  application 
will  be  analyzed  as  part;  of  the  environmental  analysis. 

Population:    the  Introduction  of  residents,  employees  and  visitors 
associated  with  the  proposed  project  to  the  surrounding  residential 
neighborhood  will  be  further  discussed. 

Noi se;    Noise  aspects  of  the  project  will  be  considered. 

Open  Space:    Any  effects  of  the  proposed  project  and  alternatives  on  the 
adjacent  open  space  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  will  be  analyzed. 

Alternatives:    further  environmental  review  will  result  1n  an  analysis  of 
alternatives  to  the  project,  including  a  similar  but  smaller  res idenn 1  a  1 
care  use  than  presently  proposed,  alternative  uses  for  the  site  permitted 
within  the  existing  zoning  regulations  (including  single-family  homes), 
the  geotechnical  alternatives  discussed  above  and  a  "no  project' 
alternative. 

7.  In  reviewing  the  Negative  Declaration  Issued  for  the  Project,  the 
Commiysion  has  had  available  for  its  review  and  consideration  a'l 
InrorniuCicn  pertaining  co  tnc  project  in  i:ic  Ocpa:  luienf  s  case  rile. 


The  City  Planning  Commission  HERESY  DOES  FIND  that  the  proposed  Project 
could  have  i  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  HEREBY  DOES  SUSTAIN 
the  appeal  of  the  Department  of  City  Planninq's  decision  to  issue  j  Negative 
Declaration  and  hereby  finds  that  an  Environmental  Imoact  Rebort  focusing  on 
geology,  transportation,  visual,  population,  noise  and  open  space  imoacts  is 
required. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  at  its  regular  meeting  of  July  7,  1988. 


DECISION 


Lorl  Yamauchl 
Secretary 


AYES: 


Commissioners  Blemian,  Boldridge,  Dick,  Enqmann,  Hu.  Karasick  and 
Mora les 


NOES: 


None 


ADOPTED 


July  7,  1988 
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NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 


Ulll  of  Pub  1 icdtlon  of  " 

Preliminary  Negative  Declaration:  April  29,  1988,  as  amended  on  Hay  23  and 
  July  1J988 

Lead  Aqency:    City  ind  County  of  San  Francisco,  Oeoartment  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street.  5th  Floor,  CA  94102 

Aqency  Contact  Person:     Ivan  M.  Christie  Telephone:    (415)  558-6386  

Project  Title:    87.399EC  Project  Sponsor:    Urban  llol\llngs.  Inc. 

Residential  Care  Facility  Project  Contact  Person:    Bill  Morris 


Project  Address:    300  Ulloa  Street,  north  side  near  Walthman  Way 

Assessor's  81oc!t(s)  and  Lot(s):    Lot  7  In  Assessor's  Blocic  ?875 

City  and  County:    San  Francisco  

Project  Description:    Proposed  construction  of  a  three  to  four-story  80,100 
square  foot  residential  care  facility  which  would  contain  108  rental  rooms, 
with  SI  off-street  parlcing  spaces  provided;  the  project  is  proposed  as  a 
Planne?  Unit  Development  subject  to  Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  City 
Planning  Cotnmlsslon  and  Includes  the  subdivision  of  Lot  7  Into  two  lots. 


Building  Permit  Application  Number,  If  Applicable:    Not  Yet  Filed 


THIS  PROJECT  COULD  NOT  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT.    This  • 
finding  Is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the  Quidellnes  of  the  State  Secretary 
for  Resources,  Sections  15064  (Determining  Significant  Effect),  15065 
(Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15070  (Decision  to  Prepare  a  Negative 
Declaration),  and  the  following  reasons  as  documented  in  the  Initial 
Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached: 

The  proposed  project  Is  the  construction  of  a  residential  care  facility  on  the 
site  of  the  First  Church  of  the  Nazarene  at  300  Ulloa  Street,  the  north  side 
immediately  west  of  Walthman  Way^  Lot  7  In  Assessor's  Blocic  2876.    The  project 
would  consist  of  108  rental  rooms  In  a  three  and  four-story  building  above  a 
basement  level  garage.    A  total  of  61^  off-street  paricing  spaces  would  be 
provided  on  the  site,  49  mors  than  presently  exist  on  the  site.    Of  this 
total,  21  spaces  would~Fe  provided  for  the  project.    The  remaining  40  spaces 
would  be^provided  for  the  existing  church,  which  would  remain  on  the  site  upon 
project  completion.    The  project  sponsors  are  requesting  consideration  of  the 
proposal  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  a  Planned  Unit  Development.  The 
proposal  -Includes  the  subdivision  of  Lot  7  Into  two  lots. 

According  to  the  project  sponsors,  the  project  Is  proposed  to  serve  as  i 
residential  care  facility  for  people  with  limited  ambulatory  ability  who  are 

-Over- 

Mttlgation  measures.  If  any,  Included  in  this  project  to  avoid  potentially 
significant  effects: 

See  page  7 

Final  Negative  Declaration  adopted  and  issued 

0(1   


cc:  flooert  Passmore 
Larry  HacOcnald 
Distribution  List 
Paul  Rosetter 
Bulletin  Board 
Master  Decision  Fl le 

BHS: lMC:emb 

IMC: 149 


3ARSARA  W.  SAJIH  

Environmental  Review  Officer 
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able  to  live  ^noderjLely  Indeoendent  lives  with  bisic  assistance.  Residential 
cjre  facilities  require  a   license  from  tne  State,  may  only  serve  residents  62 
years  of  age  or  older,   and  provide  full  neal  service,   laundry  servico  and  t 
full  activities  oroqram.     The  facility  would  consist  of  studio,  one-bedroom 
and  a  few  two-bedrocm  rental  rooms,  designed  primarily  for  slngla  residents, 
althougn  a  small  percentage  of  the  units  would  acco^vnodate  couples.  The 
number  of  residents  at  full  occupancy  would  be  approximately  130  oeoole. 
There  wculd  be  no  Infirmary;  nursing  care  would  not  be  provided?  The 
residential  rooms  xould  not  contain  kitchens  as  the  facility  would  have  A 
centra  1 ly- loca ted  dininq  room.    Conimon  areas  devoted  to  a  llvinq  room, 
library,  smoking  room,  chapel,  crafts  room  and  beauty  parlor  would  be 
provided.    A  portion  of  the  ground  floor  would  be  used  for  administrative 

offices.    A  housekeeping  staff  of  approximately  26  people  would  be  emoloyed  on  j 
the  site,  although  it  Is  expected  that  a  maximum  of  15  employees  would  be 
working  on  the  site  at  any  one  time. 

The  project  building  would  contain  approximately  80,100  square  fat  (covering 
roughly  23X  of  tha  site),   and  would  be  divided  Into  approximately  67  .SCO 
square  feet  of  residential  use,  13.560  square  feet  of  basement  pariclnq.  and 
12 .500  square  feet  of  ccmncn  area.    Tne  building's  basement  level  would 

contain  45  parking  spaces;  the  17  remaining  project  off-street  parking  spaces  j 
would  be  provided  outside  the  building.  According  to  the  project  sponsors,  j 
the  building  is  designed  to  present  the  appearance  of  a  series  of  buildings  i 
above  the  ground  floor  basement,  with  its  elevation  divided  Into  modules.  The  I 
building  would  have  an  average  height  of  30  feet.  j 

The  s I te  Is  an  approximately  3.3  acre  irregularly-shaped  lot  within  an  j 
Rll-1'^T5T  (Single-Family  Detached)  zoning  district  and  ^0-x  height  and  bulk  1 
district.  It  was  formerly  used  as  a  quarry  (long  since  abandoned)  and  ' 
contains  steep  hillsides  above  and  below  a  graded  horizontal  bench  | 
approximately  100-150  feet  in  width  (the  proposed  location  of  tha  project).  j 
The  hillside  above  this  bench  rises  to  a  height  of  125  faet  at  its  highest  j 
point,  with  vertical  slopes  In  some  areas.  Single-family  homes  fronting  I 
Edgehill  Way  sit  at  the  top  of  this  hill.  Rockfalls  have  occurred  on  the  | 
site,  most  notably  in  1967  and  1978,  and  evidence  of  this  activity  can  be 
clearly  seen.  Steeply  cut  slopes  exist  below  the  site's  southern  and 
southwestern  property  lines,  above  and  behind  a  row  of  s 1 ng 1 e- f ami ly  dwellings 

which  front  the  300  block  of  UHoa  Street.  The  graded  bench  Is  sssentlally  ; 
void  of  trees,  but  parts  of  the  slope  above  and  below  the  site  contain 

substantial  amounts  of  scotch  broom  and  other  shrubbery  as  well  as  eucalyptus  j 

and  fir  trees;  parts  of  the  slope  above  the  site  are  barren.    The  7, SCO  square 

foot  Church  of  tha  Nazarene,  recently  rehabilitated,  sits  on  the  eastern 

portion  of  the  graded  bench  and  would  remain  upon  jroject  cofrcletlon. 

Playground  equipment  and  asphalt  areas  to  acccnmodate  ten  delineated  church 

parking  spaces  comprise  the  rest  of  the  uses  on  the  site.    Access  to  the  site 

Is  via  a  driveway  extending  upward  from  the  southeast  corner  of  the  lot  at 

Ulloa  Street  near  Walthman  Way. 

The  surrounding  area  is  residential  in  character  and  consists  of  $1ngle-f anlly  1 
dwel 1 Ings  w1 thin  an  RH-l-(O)  district.  Four  s I ng i e- f ami ly  dwellings  ire  i 
presently  under  construction  iinnediately  east  of  the  project's  driveway  cn 

Ulloa  Street.  The  West  Portal  Neighborhood  Conmerdal  Oistrlct  lies  I 
approximately  five  blocks  southwest  of  the  site.  The  St.  Brendan's  Church  and  j 
School  lie  one  block  to  the  east  along  Ulloa  Street.  Portola  Drive,  a  sajor  j 
east/west  thoroughfare,  lies  one  block  to  the  south.  Adjacent  to  the  site  to  I 
the  west  and  immediately  behind  tha  row  of  single-family  dwellings  fronting  j 
Kensington  Way  lie  lots  that  have  been  recently  purchased  by  tha  City  for  j 
preservation  as  Open  Space.  These  lots  contain  dense  low-growth  shrubbery  and  \ 
dense  stands  of  eucalyptus. 

The  project  would  be  subject  to  Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  City 
Planning  Co<milsslon.    Residential  uses  oerTiitted  as-of-rlgnt  within  an 
RH-I-(O)  district  Include  single-family  homes  with  side  yards  as  required  by 
Section  133  of  the  City  Planning  Code;   dwellings  designed  specifically  for  and 
occupied  by  senior  citizens  or  phys lea  1 1 y-hand Ic aooed  persons  at  a  density  not 
exceeding  twice  the  nutnoer  of  s  1  ng  1  a- f ami  I y  jnUi  per-nltted  on  the  sita; 
residential  care  facilities  providing  lodging,  board  and  care  for  no  nore  than 
six  persons;  and  a  child  care  facility  for  12  or  fewer  children.  Uses 
permitted  by  Conditional  Use  authorization  Include  residential  care  facilities 
for  seven  or  more  persons  and  child  care  facilities  for  13  or  imre  chlldran. 

The  project  1s  proposed  as  a  Planned  Unit  Oevalocffgnt  f?UO)  under  Section  304 
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q(  the  City  Planninq  Code.    Consideration  of  a  project  as  a  PUD  Is  provided 
for  sites  greiter  than  1/2  acre  In  size.    As  stated  In  the  City  Planning  Code, 
the  objectives  of  a  PUD  are  to  develop  a  project  "...as  Integrated 
unl ts . . .des Igned  to  produce  an  environment  of  stable  and  desirable  character 
which  will  benefit  the  occupantsi  the  ne Ighborliood  and  the  C.ty  as  s 
whole...".    Although  the  project  would  be  larger  In  scale  than  the  residences 
In  the  surrounding  area,  the  nature  of  the  project's  use  combined  with  the 
location  of  the  site  nould  not  substantially  Impact  the  existing  character  of 
the  vicinity.    The  project  would  be  set  back  from  Ulloa  Street  and  would  not 
disrupt  nor  divide  tlie  physical  arrangement  of  the  surrouncJ-ng  area. 

The  143,600  square  foot  site  is  proposed  to  be  subdiv Ided  rro:.i  one  lot  Into 
two.    Parcel  A  would  contain  the  proposed  residential  care  facility  and  would 
contain  125,600  square  feet.    Parcel  B  would  consist  of  the  remaining  18,000 
square  feet  of  the  existing  lot  and  would  contain  the  existing  church 
building.    The  proposed  subdivision  would  require  review  and  approval  from  the 
Department  of  Public  Works. 

A  transportation  study  prepared  for  an  earlier  115-bedrocni  proposal  was 
prepared  by  an  independent  consultant  and  Is  avallaBle  for  public  review  in 
the  offices  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street.  The 
results  of  the  study  are  suimarized  herein. 

Ulloa  Street,  Walthman  Way  and  Portola  Drive  are  the  most  iirportant  streets 
that  serve  the  site.    Ulloa  Street  is  one-way  eastbound,  Walthman  Way  is  a 
two-lane,  twa-way  street,  and  Portola  Drive  is  a  four-lane  street  containing  a 
median  strip  which  prevents  left  turns  onto  Portola  from  Walthman. 
Intersections  in  the  vicinity  are  generally  controlled  by  "STOP"  signs.  The 
intersections  of  Laguna  Honda  Blvd. /Portola  Drive  and  Portola 
Drive/Miraloma-Marne  are  signalized.    Existing  traffic  conditions  in  the  area 
are  within  acceptable  levels  of  service  during  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hours 
and  are  generally  light  throughout  the  day.    Traffic  on  Jlloa  may  be 
occasionally  stopped  in  front  of  St.  Brendan's  School  during  school  drop-off 
and  pick-up  times,  but  this  condition  generally  does  not  occur  during  the 
citywide  peak  periods.    Traffic  accident  rates  have  been  low  relative  to  tha 
volume  of  area  traffic. 

The  project  would  generate  a  minimal  traff  ic  impact  on  the  surrounding 
streets.    The  study  noted  that  determining  the  vehicle  trip  generation  for 
facilities  like  the  proposed  project  is  difficult  to  quantify.    Auto  ownership 
and  use  depend  on  such  factors  as  age,  income,  the  availability  of  transit  and 
the  availability  of  connerclal  uses  within  walking  distance.    Eight  facilities 
similar  to  that  of  the  project,  located  in  San  Francisco  or  elsewhere  in  the 
Bay  Area,  were  surveyed  and  compared  with  previous  studies  of  other  similar 
facilities.    Based  on  these  analyses,  a  maximum  vehicle  trip  generation  rate 
was  developed  wiiich  included  not  only  project  residents  but  staff,  visitorSt 
truck  deliveries,  and  a  proposed  van  shuttle  that  would  be  provided  for 
project  residents  to  serve  specific  purposes  such  as  shopping  and  doctor's 
appointments.    The  study  found  that  the  project  could  typically  generate  92  - 
round  trips  per  weekday,  with  a  potentiil  maximum  of  196  round  trips  per 
weekday.    During  the  peak  p.m.  hour  (5:00-6:00),  the  study  estimates  the 
project  could'  typically  generate  3  one-way  trips,  with  a  potential  maximum  of 
35  one-way  trips.    The  project  would  not  substantially  affect  area  traffic. 
Maximum  traffic  effects  associated  with  the  church  use  is  generally  confined 
to  Sundays,  when  area  traffic  levels  are  lower,  and  would  not  be  cumulatively 
considerable  when  combined  with  Sunday  triffic  impacts  generatjd  by  the 
project. 

Access  to  the  site  would  be  orimarlly  via  Walthman  Way.    The  intersection  of 
Ulloa  Street  and  Walthman  Way  is  a  "T*  intersection.    The  project's  driveway 
is  irmedlately  to  the  west  of  this  intersection,  forcing  those  vehicles 
entering  the  site  from  Walthman  to  turn  against  eastbound  traffic  on  Ulloa  fn 
order  to  enter  the  site.    The  project  sponsor  has  requested  the  City's  Traffic 
Engineering  Bureau  to  reposition  "srOP"  signs  and  markings  at  the 
U lioa/Waithman  intersection  In  order  to  develop  a  suitable  Junction  which 
would  allow  project-bound  vehicles  from  Walthman  to  enter  the  site  safely.  It 
Is  within  the  purview  of  the  Traffic  Engineering  Bureau  to  develop  such  a 
Junction;  the  Bureau  has  Indicated  its  preliminary  aoproval  of  the  project 
sponsor's  request.    This  would  facilitate  access  to  the  site  by  those  vehiclss 
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traveling  from  the  north  or  eact     inH  ^^, 

exiting  the  site,  to  use  Porto  a'orUe  yirw!?^;!'  °''  "T'^^^^^  -^"'d^s 
-long  Portola  Drive,  vehicles  exiting  the  s  ti  an.'';  °'  '"^'^'^ 

eastbound  would  be  required  to  travel  u„  ii  -'■^^«""9  north  or 

yelUclas  traveUng  to'the  site  froT  he  so    n'J'''";  '°  ^*'""<'  B>vd. 
the  site  via  Ulloa.    The  oroject's  tra'r  r  il^^.K^'  tyolcally  approach 

substantially  affect  area  trirMc  conditions.  '°"  "^"^"^ 

Should  the  repositioning  of  STOP  slon<  ^hh 

usi^nJr''??  "Ot  occur,  vehlc  es     'a^  1  H^nlJ''  S'r"^^  Ul  loa/Wa  I  tNnan 

"se  Ulloa  Street,    while  traffic  on  u?  oa  Sou?/?  """''^  to 

the  number  of  vehicles  associated  with  ?h»^^  increase  under  this  sc-narlo 
onto  the  street  would  not  sfgn  f  lean  ?.  J^""?-'f''  ^'^'^'^        Introduced  * 

levels  of  servlc^a  In  the  surr'ild^ng    ^ea    o?vp'''''^"  operations  and  ex?stlng 
yel.lcles  would  ^e  expected  to  acce??  ?I!        ^?  ^''^^^"^  conditions.  Soma 
Intersection  alterations  occur  or"ot.  '         Walthman  Way  whetner  the 

'^prl^^'^^^^^^^^^^^  ^^^narly  not  .e 

prov  de  a  maximum  of  14  off-stree     Jfrp?'"'  ^'"^'^       required  to 

provided.    An  additional  40  SDacL  IJn^  I.  corrpared  with  the  21  c^roposcd  to  be 
total  of  6J  spaces  on  the  si  S     As  no  L  !hr°''?.''^         ''''  cKurch  u  e  for  I' 
about  10  designated  off-street  oarkinn  f    ^''^^e.  the  site  presently  conta?ns 
conditions  can  accorTnodatrriaJapi  Zh'''".'*  *^^^°"9'.  the  existing  s?  9 
Halted  use  of  the  church  bul  J^nT  veTf^?.?'  "'"'.'"^  '''''''    Because  of  the 
"se  a  portion  of  the  40  church-deslonffiS  !    "'"^'"^^ed  with  the  project  could 
study  noted  that  under  a  max?lf  Xt  ^^J,^"'  traffic  " 

to  use  on-street  parking  spaces  on  SuJd.!J     T,^°' ,  J?""^  Parishioners  would  hav. 
occurring  would  be  oilnlmai;  however!  l^l^ellhood  of  this  condition 

'^T.ii  p-'^-yr5:::d"on'^^^o^^^.^?:.^-:  -r^  — ^     -  -o 

on  results  fro<n        st.6y' ,  Vr,l/o^^^^^^^  P'-^J^^^  sponsor  and 

P  anning  Code  would  not  require  the  orovU  nn  Although  the  City 

site,  the  project  would  cont  [n  on'  off  ItrZ.^l  '  'J^i^^  space  on  the 

project  would  provide  a  turning  a?ea  to  !n"\^'"''^''  ^"^'^^^S  spaca.  The 
site.    Most  deliveries  would  b?  ?^  van,  or  ?T  t'-^cks  to  maneuver  with, n  the 
appear  that  large  seml-tractor/trSne?  trurt    ^  ^^"k^  <^°«  "ot 

sHe.    These  kinds  of  trucks  mav  hi  nl        ^  ''^  necessary  to  serve  th# 

construction;  however.  sJSsta^?U??v^'"r^  some  phased  of  project 

available  during  Projkt  construction     '  ^^neuverlng  space  would  be 

^Jfrw^JIn^Ip^r^xW?:?;  one"b?^c\°:f'fSe'^r'  °^  ^^^ch 

'fijS^l'  t^?:uV:n"J^X^Tw^r^nd^^n:-        or,^.,,,es  and 
°f  "^'unts  expected  and  provided  fo?  In  ?h' if 

'^^''^^^^^^^^^^^^  -^^^nshes  uniform  noise 

Inspection  would  revle^the    Jna    bui  d    f';'  ''''''  '^-9 

SPon,^^^'^°u^XfSl^l4^^  the  project 

Of  Emergency  Services,  to  ensure  coo;dln.t?nn  K  f'^°"  ^''^^         '^'^o^'s  Orfica 
Planning  activities  and  the  project's  o?an  ?;/f    ""  ^""^  inergercy 
occupants  in  the  event  of  an  ealrLnrv  P'"='^^de  for  building  ^ 

by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Ser^tces  a^-i  i     i  "--oJ^t',  plan  shall  be  ?evle^ed 
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Demolition  and  construction  activity  would  temporarily  raise  dust  levels  In 
the  area,  but  not  to  a  level  that  would  have  significant  Impacts  upon  air 
qual itjr.    The  project  sponsor  would  be  required  and  has  agreed  to  water  the 
site  twice  dally  during  pcoject  construction,  to  reduce  dust  emissions. 

The  project  would  require  the  refnoval  of  approximately  35  trees  as  part  of 
project  construction,  primarily  on  the  western  end  of  the  site.    Renjoval  of 
these  trees  would  not  substantially  diminish  the  amount  of  trees  In  the 
inmedlete  vicinity  of  the  project  nor  substantially  affect  the  City  open  spaca 
adjacent  to  west.    Trees  would  remain  on  the  project's  southwestern  slope  to  ' 
act  as  a  buffer  b€t>«en  the  project  building  and  those  residences  fronting 
Ulloa  Street.    Additionally,  the  project  sponsor  has  proposed  to  plant  ibout 
35  trees  as  part  of  the  project.    There  are  no  known  rare  or  endangered  plant 
or  animal  species  on  the  site.    The  open  space  adjacent  to  the  site  Is 
protected  by  the  City's  P4rlc  Shadow  Ban  Ordinance.    Although  the  project  may 
cast  shadow  on  this  open  space  during  portions  of  sunlit  days,  the  project's 
40-foot  height  limit  would  exempt  It  frc«  the  restrictions  of  this  ordinance. 

The  project  would  not  displace  a  large  number  of  people  rior  would  It  create  a 
substantial  demand  for  additional  housing  In  San  Francisco,    As  discussed 
above,  the  Itnpacts  associated  with  the  Increase  In  population  on  the  site 
would  not  be  substantial  and  toould  not  induce  substantial  population  growth  In 
the  area. 

A  number  of  geotechnlcal  reports  have  been  prepared  for  the  site  by 
Independent  consultants  over  the  past  several  years.    Most  notable  are  studies 
prepared  by  Don  Hlllebrandt  and  Associates  In  June,  1981  (for  a  previous 
42-un1t  condominium  proposal)  and  September,  1987,  and  a  study  by  Dalies  & 
Moore  in  November^  1987.    These  three  reports  and  others  prepared  for  the  site 
are  available  for  public  review  in  the  offices  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning.    The  findings  of  these  reports  are  Included  herein. 

As  stated  in  the  1981  Hlllebrandt  Investigation,  the  site  Is  underlain  by 
Franciscan  Chert  Bedrock,  a  rock  type  found  throughout  San  Francisco.  As 
stated  above,  the  site  has  been  subject  to  periodic  rockfall  activity  during 
Us  recent  history;  the  last  significant  slide  activity  on  the  site  occurred 
In  1978.    As  a  result  of  the  slides  «t  that  time,  the  City's  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection  required  mitigation  measures  to  be  Implemented  on  the 
slope  behind  the  church  and  suspended  the  use  of  the  site  for  church 
activities  until  satisfied  that  those  M&sures  had  been  completed.   The  church 
building  was  not  permitted  to  reopen  until  September,  1987,  after  all  required 
stabilization/protection  work  to  ensure  slope  stability  behind  the  church 
buildino  had  been  coax>leted.    The  work  performed  included  the  renoval  of  large 
rocks,  installation  of  rock  bolts  and  galvanized  double- twisted  wire  mesh  onto 
the  slope,  and  the  construction  of  an  eight-foot  high,  heavily  reinforced 
retaining  wall  inoediately  behind  the  north  side  of  the  church  building. 

The  slope  behind  the  project  site  is  presently  unstable  and  would  be  subject- 
to  similar  stabilization  work  as  was  completed  on  the  slope  behind  the 
church.    The  Hlllebrandt  report  considered  two  ways  to  control  rocks llde 
activity  on  the  slopes  ahove  the  site.   The  aost  desirable  option  would  be  to 
coopietely  stabilize  the  entire  hillside.    This  proposal  was  rejected  by  the- 
engineering  consultants  as  being  extresely  difficult  and  dangerous  to 
perform.    The  alternative  reconmended,  as  stated  by  Hlllebrandt,  '...would  not 
attempt  to  retain  the  hillside  but  would  acconnodate  potential  future 
rockfalls  and  sloughing/ravelling  by  a  protective  wall  and  fence  systesi  that 
would  yield  and  possibly  fail  (i.e.  weakened  to  a  point  where  it  could  no 
longer  function  as  a  retaining  wall)  In  the  event  of  a  major  rockslide 
(resulting  either  fron  a  large-aagnitude  earthquake  or  hcavjr  rainfall)  but 
would  still  protect  life  and  occupied  building  space." 

The  Dames  &  Moore  report,  which  Incor^rated  the  analysis  of  the  Hlllebrandt 
study,  contains  several  recoyieiwjatlons  for  slooe  staoi  itty  and  concludes  that 
the  project  '...Is  feasible  froa  a  geotechnlcal  standpoint.'   According  to 
Dames  i  Hoore.  'the  essentially  vertical  cliff  of  aiasslve  chert  (on  a  portion 
of  the  slooe  above  the  proposed  project)  aopears  to  be  the  most  dangerous 
portion  of  the  existing  slooe*.    The  reconvnendations  include:    flattening  the 
too  pdrtlon  of  tn«  chert  cliff,  retnovlna  loose  rock  masses  where  possible  and 
rock-bolting  the  remaining  rock  mass,    fhase  masures  are  rtconnended  to  take 


place  prior  to  the  following  measures:     reniovjl  of  partially  burl«d  chert 
boulders;   staDllization  of   the  existing  unstable  condition  of   the  rock 
Inmfid I  ate ly  beneath  Edgehlll  Way  by  underpinning  that  roadway  with  t  pier  and 
grade  beam  system;  controlling  erosion  activity  and/or  shallow  sloughing 
activity  In  the  western  area  of  the  site  through  grooming  to  achieve  a  gradual 
slope;  scaling  the  surface  to  remove  weaker  materials;  and  covering  the  slope 
with  a  wire  mesh.    In  addition,  a  catchment/retaining  wall   is  recoor^nded  for 
construction  at  the  final  toe  of  the  slope  (^^ter  removal  of  loose  rock 
materials) .    In  response  to  the  latter  consultant  recofrmendat  i  on ,  tne  project 
sponsor  proposes  to  build  an  approximately  325-foot  concrete  catchment  wall 
approximately  ten  feet  In  height  which  would  extend  along  the  base  of  the 
slope  behind  the  proposed  facility.    A  10-15  foot  buffer  zone  would  be 
provided  between  the  toe  of  the  slope  and  portions  of  crTa  ou  11  d i ng .  :ne 
catchment  wall  being  constructed  at  the  finartoa  site.    The  net  effect  of  all 
of  these  recommendeo  measures  Is  achieve  greater  stability  of  the  slopes  above 
the  project  site  than  presently  exists;  project  construction  by  Usalf  would 
not  destabilize  Edgehlll  Way  nor  further  destabilize  the  above  hillside. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  geotechnlcal  consultants,  the  recofTnended  mitigation 
measures  would  adequately  protect  the  proposed  development.    However,  both 
lllllebrandt  and  Oamas  &  Moore  state  that  raveling  of  thinly  bedded  chert  rock 
above  the  project  site  will  continue.    As  a  result,  both  consultants  reco<ir>end 
that  a  long-term  maintenance  program  ba  established  for  the  development.  Thlj 
would  include  the  allocation  of  appreciable  funds  to  (1)  clean-up  rock  debris 
from  any  future  rockfalls  and/or  ravelling/sloughing  slopes,  (2)  repair  and/or 
replace  protective  walls  should  they  become  damaged  for  any  reason,  and  (3) 
maintain  trees  and  vegetation  on  slopes".    Additionally,  Hlllebrandt  states 
that  "surface  water  runoff  must  be  carefully  controlled  at  the  site.. .(and) 
directed. .. away  from  tha  slopes  to  the  south  and  southwest  of  the  site". 
Retaining  walls  constructed  are  also  recommended  to  be  well-drained. 

The  recoflvnendatlons  offered  In  the  Dames  U  Moore  opinions,  which  Incorporated 
the  earlier  Hlllebrandt  analysis,  are  hereby  Incorporated  by  reference  as 
mitigation  measures  In  this  environmental  analysis.    Therefore,  these 
mitigation  measures  would  be  Incorporated  as  conditions  of  project  approval  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission,  should  the  Coowlsslon  decide  to  approve  tha 
project  as  proposed  or  approve  a  modified  version.    Additionally,  should  th« 
project  ba  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  tha  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection  (B8I)  would  review  the  final  building  plans  as  well  as  the 
geotechnlcal  studies.    In  reviewing  building  plans,  the  8BI  refers  to  a 
variety  of  Information  sources  to  determine  existing  hazards  and  assess 
regulrements  for  mitigation.    Sources  reviewed  Include  maps  of  Special 
Geologic  Study  Areas  and  known  landslide  areas  In  San  Francisco    as  well  as 
building  Inspectors'  working  knowledge  of  areas  of  special  geologic  concern. 
The  above-referenced  geotechnlcal  1nve$t1gat1on(s)  would  be  available  for  use 
by  tha  B8I  during  Its  review  of  builldng  permits  for  tha  site.    The  BBI  could 
require  that  additional  site-specific  soils  reports  be  prepared  1n  conjunction 
with  permit  applications,  as  needed.    In  addition,  tha  BBI  has  the  right  to 
Impose  additional- measures  It  may  feel  necessary  to  ensure  that  the  project 
can  be  constructed  safely.    The  BBI  also  has  tha  right  to  revoke  the  project's 
use  permit  any  time  In  the  future  If  It  believes  that  the  lives  of  aeoole  on 
the  site  are  in  danger  as  a  result  of  an  ineffective  slope  stabilization 
maintenance  program. 

Neighborhood  concerns  about  tha  stability  of  the  slope  below  the  project  site 
and  lamedlately  aoove  the  residences  fronting  Ul loa  Street  are  addressed  In 
opinions  by  both  Hlllebrandt  and  Oames  I  Hoore.    Both  of  these  Independent 
consultants  believe  that  the  construction  of  the  project  on  the  graded  bench 
would  not  adversely  affect  the  slope  behind  the  (JHoa  Street  homes  nor  those 
homes  along  Edgehlll  Way.    Excavation  and  filling  during  project  construction 
would  be  minor  and  the  project  buildings  would  be  1 ight ly- loaded  I.e.  the 
weight  of  the  buildings  themselves  would  not  ba  so  great  as  to  jeopardize 
slope  stability,    water  runoff  from  both  the  project  pad  and  tha  hillside 
above  the  pad  would  be  collected  and  transported  directly  to  tha  City  sewer 
system,  which  would  reduce  the  amount  of  water  runoff  presently  affecting  the 
site's  southern  slopes. 


In  November,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Trancisco  approved  Proposition  H,  the 
"Accountable  Planning  Initiative",  which  establishes  eight  Priority  Policies. 
These  policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving 
retail  uses;  protection  of  neighborhood  character;,  preservation  and 
enhancement  of- aff  or'daBl*~fto'us  Incj;  discouragement  of  computer  automobiles: 
protection  of  Industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  comnerclal  office 
development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership; 
earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and 
protection  of  open  space.    Prior  to  issuing  a  perr.ilt  for  any  project  which 
requires  an  Initial  Study  under  CEgA  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or 
development  agreement,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project 
or  legislation  1$  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies. 

.While  local  concerns  or  other  planning  cons ideratidns  may  be  grounds  for 
modification  or  denial  of  the  proposal,  there  1$  no  substantial  evidence  that 
the  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment. 


HITIG/\TION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT; 

1.  6E0L06Y:    The  project  sponsor  would  follow  the  recommendations  of  the 
geotechnlcal  reports  referenced  in  the  above  text.    These  recommendations 
include  but  are  not  limited  to  the  following: 

s 

a.  Loose  rock  masses  would  be  removed  where  possible;  remaining  rock  mass 
would  be  rock-bolted. 

b.  Partially-buried  chert  boulders  would  be  removed. 

c.  The  top  portion  of  the  chert  cliff  would  be  flattened. 

d.  The  portion  of  Edgehill  Way  above  the  site  would  be  stabilized  by 
underpinning  that  roadway  with  a  pier  and  grade  beam  system. 

e.  The  surface  of  the  slope  above  the  site  would  be  scaled  to  remove 
weaker  materials. 

f.  Erosion  activity  and/or  shallow  sloughing  activity  in  the  western  area 
of  the  site  would  be  controlled  through  grooming  to  achieve  a  gradual 
slope. 

g.  The  slope  above  the  site  would  be  covered  with  a  wire  oiesh 

h.  A  catchment/retaining  wall  would  be  constructed  at  the  base  of  the 
slope. 

1.   A  10-15  foot  buffer  zone  would  be  provided  between  the  final  toe  of 
the  slope  (after  removal  of  loose  rock  aiatarlals)  and  portions  of  the 
building^  with  a  catchment  wall  constructed  at  tne  final  toe  site. 

J.  A  maintenance  program  to  ensure  the  safety  of  project  residents  from 
potential  slope  failure  or  periodic  minor  rock  falls  would  be  implemented 
by  the  managers  of  the  proposed  facility*  which  would  include  the 
allocation  of  appreciable  funds  to  (1)  clean-up  rock  debris  from  any 
future  rockfalls  and/or  ravelling/sloughing  slopes,  (2)  repair  and/or 
replace  protective  walls  that  are  damaged,  and  (3)  maintain  trees  and 
vegetation  on  slopes. 

2.  Such  additional  measures  as  may  be  imposed  by  the  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection. 
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lWlkOlirt)n;L  EVAJ.UATIOH  CKICICIIST 

f n»  Hot       B7.3^?SC  Titltt      R»il4ictlA:  C*r^  facility  

Str«t  AjWr«j:  300  TTUo*  &tr»rt  AlKtt&^'t  i]»<AAot:  .  ZS76/Q7 

Inll 111  Study  fr«k*-»d  kja         It^  M.  -CtrUtit  


Hot 

A.  COryATlilLITT  WITH  glSTlM  MP  fUHS  AjpTTTlMt  PUcjtied 

1)  IHwirtJ  >nr  varfvxM,  U>*cUl  »vtNdf  1x»t lont,  or  c♦^»^»«»  rrx>~  / 
»oi»d  U  tW  CIO'  ?JAft«J»|  Codt  or  loftlftg  HAP,  If  IMllCAblt, 

»Ura  »nd  poAlf  CIVjr  vr  Ufl0«»  If  iP9l1c»b)«. 

•  .  CHV]>tQW>CWTM>  tmCTj  >  Could  t>>«  »r^J>ctt 

I)  l>f>d  Pv&  nS       «  DISCUSSED 

•(a)  Disrupt  »r  itvf4«  t>t«  »^/ttea1  arrtnaunt  »f  an  /  y 

coBiwnltyt  ^ 
•(b)  K4ir«  ac/  luHtAotlal  fap^t  Mpon  thi  txlttl^ 

r*\trKUr  of  tM  »icinU/T  _ 


•(a)  Have  a  tutttantlal.  tfwonttrablt  r«*«it1vt  . 

Mtthatic  »ff*ctr   

(b)  Sui)ttant1a11y  d^^adi  or  o^itrvct  tnjr  tetflic  vft«  or  ^ 

vUta  now  ofcjtnrad  fro«  oublic  araatl   

(e)  ttnerata  obtrwtlva  11*ht  or  |Urt  tufcitantianjf 


3)  focKiUtioo 

•(a)  Ifkiwce  tufcitafltUl  r^wth  or  coocantratlon  of 
peculation? 

*(b)  Ditptact  a  largt  niji6«r  of  »«90]t  (InvolvInQ  tithtr 


howling  or  oaoIojiMnt)?  VT  ^ 

(e)  Crtita  a  aybitanilal  dviarrd  for  additional  kouilng   

In  $an  rranclKO,  or  lubstantlall/  rt^t  tM  y 


_  ^ 


4)  Trarttoertatloft/Clrgjlatlon 

•(a)  Cmu  m  Inert U  traffic  lAlcft  If  wt«tantU1  ■ 

tH  rtYatiM  X»  t)M  txlttlag  trtffic  load  and 

caoAcU/  of  tM  itroot  i/sta? 
(k)  Ivttrftra  vlU  tiUtInf  traAi»ortat1on  irtt4«, 

cautlMg  tutttaotlal  oUaratfoM  to  elrtvUtlon 
^  ,  wttrrra  or  Mjor  traffic  Utartfs? 
(e)  Cm»4  a  twtttantlal  fncram  1o  trantU  UmwA  vhldi 

caaAot  b«  occc— .ifrtod  k/  tstltiitf  or  oropoiod  trartslt  X  >• 

(d)  CtuM  a  a«6ita«tfaT  fKroato  lo  oaril/m  a«aaAd  lAldi  — > 
ewot  b«  actoMDdrtod  Iqr  *«<rti»i  wrtltf  faeilUlot}    y/^ 

5)  Mite 

*(a)     iKTtiM  MeitJKtlalY/  \M  aa^lont  oelit  lottU  for 
adjolatf^  arMST 
(b)    f  lolau  Tftio  H  lofia  lualatloM  Stvidarts,  tf 
,  ^  aoollcabit? 

(e)  o«  MOttOTtUnj  tecftct*^  bj  aKUtlnf  nelao  Itvali? 
©^l»td  frt>«  Sttta  Ell  tultftllAts.  A*o««41t  S,  nor«ally  almlflciflt  tff»ct. 
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6}  Atr  Qual  lty/CHmite  TES       )<0  PU 

Violate  any  toblent  Hr  qu»Hty  it»ndird  or  conlrJbutB 

jubilinttilly  to  An  extitlnq  or  projected  iir  quality  . 

vioJjttonT    S/L 

*(b)  ExDOie  t«njUlye  receptori  to  tubittntUI  pollutint 

cofv:Mtr4tlon$T    ^ 

(c)  Pensile  1t»  vicinity  with  objectlooible  cxJon?   

(dj  Alter  irlfxJ,  ■oljtirr*  or  t«iio«r«tirr<  (Includlnfl  »on 

ihidlng  rffecli)  »o  m  to  jubjtwrtliny  affect  public 

tre«s»  or  chAn9«  th«  ellnktl  either  In  the  ccanufllty 

or  r^^lor? 

7)  Utnitlet/Publlc  Services 

*(«}  trtAch  published  ruilotui.  State  or  local  »tandtrdt 

•  — rtlatlnfl  to  lolld  waste  or  litter  control? 
•(b)  Extend  a  sewer  trnok  line  irlth  capacity  to  serv*  new 
<>eyeloc)i»efltT 

(c)  Substantially  Increase  doaand  for  tchools,  r«crittfon 
or  other  psrt)11c  facllltltsT 

(d)  Kequlre  Mjor  expansion  of  power,  wateft  or  cooaunlcft- 
tlons  f»e111t1es7 

I)  Biology 

^lij  Substantially  »ffect  i  rare  or  endangered  species  of 

anlsal  or  plant  or  the  habitat  of  the  species? 
«(b)  SubstintUlly  dlnlnlsh  habitat  for  f1sh»  wildlife  or 

plants*  or  Interfere  substintUlly  with  the  aovenent 

of  any  resident  or  Blgritory  fish  or  wildlife  Ipeelts? 
(c)  Require  renoval  of  substantial  niMbers  of  ivaturii 

scenic  trees? 

9)  Seoloqy/Topoqriphy 

*iaj  ixpose  people  or  structure!  lo  »4Jor  fleologlc  hixards 
(slides,  iubsldenee,  erosion  ind  Itquef ictlon). 
(b)  Chanqe  SubStintilUy  the  topography  or  any  unique 
geologic  or  physieil  feitures  of  the  site? 

10)  Water 

"(a)  Substantially  degrade  water  qut1ity»  or  eontaminete  k 

public  water  tuooly? 
*(b}  Substantielly  degrade  or  deplett  ground  water  re* 

sources,  or  interfere  lubstintielly  with  ground 

water  recharge? 
•(e)  Cause  substintial  fleodingi  erosion  or  siltation? 

II)  Energy/Maturil  <te>oorces 

Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of 

large  leounts  of  fuel*  water«  or  eneray,  or  use  ^ 

these  in  a  wasteful  unA«rT  y/^   

(b)  Have  a  s«bstanli«l  effect  on  the  potential  ttse»  ^ 
cxtracticn»  or  tfeolctloo  of  a  natural  reseuret? 

12)  Hmrds 

■(a;  create  i  potential  public  health  hazard  or  involvt  the 
use,  production  or  disposal  of  Mterialt  which  peae  • 
hazard  to  people  or  aniaal  or  plant  populatloni  ift  the  ^ 
area  affected? 

•(b)  Interfere  with  cMrpency  rtwocse  flaw  or  latrQency 
evacuation  plans? 

(e)  Create  a  petentitTlj  substantial  fire  Kuar4f 


13)  Cultural 

•l«J  DiirwM  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  er  hfttoric 

archaeological  site  or  •  property  of  hiitorle  or 

cultural  significance  to  a  eoMunity  or  ethnic  or 

social  frotfpt  or  a  paleontoloQica)  site  taeept  as  a  ^ 

part  of  a  scientific  study? 
(b)  Conflict  with  established  recreational,  tducat1enal»  "V,* 

rtilqious  or  selcfttlfic  uses  of  the  arta?   

(e)  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings  subject  ~~" 

to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or 

Artlcl*  11  of  the  City  Planning  Code? 
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C.  OTMER  ■  lES         NO  OlSCUSSEO 

Require  approval  and/or  oermlts  from  City  DeDartments  other  than 
Deoartment  of  City  Planning  or  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection, 

or  from  Regional,  State  or  Federal  Agencies?     

D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES  111^^^.  DISCUSSED 

1)  If  any  significant  effects  have  been  identified,  are  there        y  y 
ways  to  mitigate  them?  -V     

2)  Are  all  mitigation  measures  identified  above  included  1n 
the  project? 

E.  WNDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  Hi      ^  DISCUSSED 

*1)     Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality 
of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of 
a  fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife 
population  to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten 
to  eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  conmunity,  reduce  the 
number  or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered 
plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  Important  examples  of  the 
major  periods  of  California  history  or  pre-hlstory? 


•2)     Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term, 
to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals? 

»3)     Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects  which 
are  Individually  limited,  but  cumulatively  considerable? 


(Analyze  in  the  light  of  oast  projects,  other  current 
projects,  and  probable  future  projects.)  y   


*4)     Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on 
human  beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly? 

F.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 

I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 
ajid  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment,  there  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the 
mitigation  measures,  numbers/-^  ^    ,  In  the  discussion  have  been  included  as  part 
of  the  proposed  project.    A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 
and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  Is  required. 


BARBARA  W.  SAHM 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
for 


date:  '^/^9,^'^ 


DEAN  L.  MACRIS 
Director  of  Planning 


Bws:eh 
OER:23 
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Appendices 


APPENDIX  B 

Transportation 


PROJECT-GENERATED  TRAFFIC  IMPACTS 
Traffic  Impacts  on  the  Residential  Environment 

Project  site  neighbors  have  expressed  concerns  about  adding  traffic  to  the  200-block  of  Ulloa  Street  between 
Waithman  Way  and  Laguna  Honda  Boulevard,  the  primary  location  where  parents  drop-off  and  pick-up  students  at 
St.  Brendan's  School.  While  the  ADT  of  1 ,081  trips  is  considered  low  for  a  residential  street,  short  peaks 
occur  when  parents  transporting  children  arrive  at  or  leave  the  school.  (During  these  peaks,  limited  street 
frontage  for  parking  or  waiting  vehicles  also  contributes  to  traffic  delays.) 

During  a  24-hour  period,  the  project  would  generate  an  estimated  130  vehicle  trips,  half  of  which  would  be 
inbound  (65)  and  half  outbound  (65).  Only  outbound  traffic  leaving  the  site  (none  inbound)  could  use  the  200- 
block  of  Ulloa  Street,  since  it  is  one  way,  and,  of  all  outbound  traffic,  45%  would  be  expected  to  use  this 
block  (with  55%  using  Waithman  Way).  Of  the  approximately  29  daily  trips  the  project  is  expected  to  add  to  the 
200-block  of  Ulloa  Street,  5  to  6  trips  would  be  made  in  the  peak  school  hour  between  2:00  and  3:30  PM. 


Methodological  Considerations 

Little  attention  has  been  given  to  the  impact  of  traffic  on  residential  street  environments  in  standard  traffic 
handbooks  and  texts  which  do  not  contain  quantitative  methods  for  analyzing  the  impacts  from  changes  in  traffic 
volume,  although  several  reports  and  articles  have  been  published.  2  The  lack  of  engineering  interest  in 
this  topic  may  be  due  to  the  difficulty  of  establishing  objectively  "how  much  traffic  is  too  much"  on  a 
residential  street  while  physical  (engineering)  capacity  is  an  observable  quantity  which  can  be  established 
using  scientific  methods.  The  maximum  of  number  of  vehicles  acceptable  in  a  residential  environment  is  a 
subjective,  psychological  value  which  this  not  well  understood. 

Colin  Buchanan's  1 963  study,  Traffic  in  Towns,  is  one  of  the  eariiest  attempts  to  establish  the  "environmental 
capacity"  (his  term)  of  a  street.  Buchanan  proposed  simple  methods  for  assessing  environmental  capacity,  based 
primarily  on  the  danger  to  people  who  wish  to  cross  the  street.  An  average  delay  to  all  crossing  pedestrians 
of  two  seconds  was  identified  as  the  rough  borderiine  between  acceptable  and  unacceptable  conditions,  although 
this  value  was  not  supported  by  interviews  or  other  factual  data.  Three  other  considerations  include  the 
vulnerability  of  crossing  pedestrians  (young  and  old),  the  physical  condition  of  the  road,  and  the  general 
level  of  pedestrian  activity.  For  areas  with  large  numbers  of  children,  Buchanan  suggested  that  "acceptable" 
traffic  volumes  should  not  exceed  about  75  to  90  vehicles  per  hour.  He  also  noted  the  importance  of  speed  in 
residential  street  environments,  stating  that  "vehicle  speeds  in  excess  of  20  MPH  were  incompatible  with  the 
needs  of  pedestrians  and  the  environment  generally". 


Appendix  B  is  extracted  from  the  report,  'Traffic  Study,  300  Ulloa  Street  Residential  Project  (Residential  Care  Facility), 
City  &  County  of  San  Francisco,  A  Report  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning*,  prepared  by  DKS  Associates,  the  EIR  traffic 
consultant,  December  23,  1988;  the  study  is  in  the  project  file  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San 
Francisco. 


Salem  Spitz,  "How  Much  Is  Too  Much  (Traffic)",  ITE  Joumal,  May,  1982;  Federal  Highway  Administration,  "Improving  the 
Residential  Street  Environment",  Mau,  1981;  Donald  Appleyard,  "Environmental  Quality  of  City  Streets:  The  Residents' 
Viewpoint",  Highway  Research  Record  352m  1971 ;  Colin  Buchanan,  Traffic  in  Towns.  1963;  and  Donald  Appleyard,  Livable  Streets. 
1981. 
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Donald  Appleyard  of  the  University  of  California,  Berkeley,  continued  Buchanan's  work  with  extensive  interviews 
of  Berkeley  and  San  Francisco  residents  in  the  1970s.  Appleyard  asked  residents  along  streets  with  various 
traffic  volumes  to  rate  such  subjective  factors  as  danger  for  children  from  traffic,  appearance  of  the  street, 
pollution,  noise  from  traffic,  general  traffic  danger,  and  careless  drivers.  One  finding  was  that,  while  some 
general  relationships  exist  between  the  perceived  threat  from  traffic  and  traffic  volumes  on  the  street,  the 
relationship  is  complex.  For  example,  on  six  streets  with  ADTs  under  1 ,000  vehicles,  respondents  txDthered  by 
"danger  for  children  from  traffic"  ranged  from  under  ten  percent  (Beaumont  Street)  to  50%  (Shotweii  Street). 
Appleyard  classified  streets  with  "light  traffic"  as  having  under  2,000  ADT,  but  Salem  Spitz  has  placed  this 
threshold  at  1 ,200  ADT. 


Quantitative  Evaluation 

Most  of  the  studies  noted  atxDve  provide  a  method  for  setting  a  threshold  between  acceptable  and  unacceptable 
levels  of  traffic  on  a  residential  street  but  do  not  indicate  whether  an  increment  of  new  traffic  on  a  street 
would  or  would  not  be  noticeable  to  residents.  The  only  method  which  provides  this  type  of  evaluation  appears 
to  be  the  TIRE  Index  (Traffic  Infusion  on  a  Residential  Environment)  developed  by  Donald  Goodnch.  According 
to  documentation  provided  by  Goodrich: 

TIRE  is  a  numerical  representation  of  a  resident's  perception  of  the  effect  of  street  traffic  on 
'  activities  such  as  walking,  cycling  and  playing,  and  on  daily  tasks  such  as  maneuvering  an  auto  out  of  a 
residential  driveway.  TIRE  is  expressed  by  index  values  that  range  from  zero,  representing  the  least 
effect  of  traffic,  to  five,  representing  the  severest  effect.  TIRE  is  based  on  a  logarithmic  association 
between  traffic  and  residential  environment  and  as  such  predicts  three  interesting  relationships. 
According  to  TIRE  a  given  change  in  street  traffic  volume  will  cause  a  greater  impact  on  residential 
environment  on  a  street  with  a  low  pre-existing  traffic  volume  that  it  will  on  a  street  with  a  higher  pre- 
existing traffic  volume.  Yet,  any  traffic  change  that  would  cause  an  index  change  of  0.1  or  more  would  be 
noticeable  to  street  residents.  Streets  with  TIRE  levels  above  the  midrange  index  of  3  are  traffic- 
dominated,  while  those  with  indexes  below  3  are  better  suited  for  residential  activities 

Goodrich  cites  the  work  done  by  Appleyard  and  Buchanan  as  sources  but  provides  no  other  specific  documentation 
or  justification  for  the  0.1  threshold  of  noticeability.  No  documentation  is  available  to  explain  how  the  TIRE 
Index  values  were  derived  or  how  the  threshold  of  noticeability  was  determined.  ^  in  the  absence  of  arvDther 
method  to  perform  this  task,  the  TIRE  method  was  used  to  assess  the  impacts  of  the  project. 
TIRE  Index  values  are  based  on  ranges  of  ADTs.  Using  the  mid-range  values  to  estimate  the  TIRE  Index  values, 
the  formula  for  calculating  a  TIRE  value  is: 

TIRE  Index  Number  =  0.434  (In  (ADT))  where: 
in  =  natural  logarithm  function  (base  =  2.7182...) 
ADT  =  Average  daily  traffic  on  the  street 

Table  A-1  shows  the  TIRE  evaluation  of  project-generated  traffic  on  the  200-  and  300-  blocks  of  Uiloa  Street. 
The  TIRE  evaluation  was  not  performed  for  Waithman  Way  because  no  houses  face  this  street  directly,  and  other 
streets,  such  as  Portola  Drive,  were  not  analyzed  because  they  are  primarily  thoroughfare  streets.  The 
evaluation  shows  that  neither  block  of  Ulloa  Street  would  be  affected  by  a  noticeable  increase  in  traffic, 
although,  as  of  the  1988  counts,  the  200-block  is  close  to  the  threshold  level. 


Telephone  conversation  with  Donald  Goodrich,  December  19,  1988. 
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TABLE  A-1 


Tire  Evaluation  of  Project  Traffic 
(50  Residents  and  130  ADT) 


300-Block 
Ulloa  Street 


200-Block 
Ulloa  Street 


Existing  ADT 
Existing  TIRE  Index 


824 
2.91 


1,088 
3.03 


ADT  Added  by  Project 


+16 


+29 


Total  ADT  with  Project 
TIRE  Index  with  Project 


840 
2.92 


1,117 
3.05 


Change  in  Index 
Significant?  a/ 


+0.02 
NO 


+0.02 
NO 


a/      Any  traffic  change  which  would  cause  an  index  change  of  0.10  or  more  would  be  noticeable  to  street 

residents.  The  difference  between  the  upper  and  lower  values  of  ADT  for  the  specific  TIRE  Index  numbers 
is  1 79  ADT  for  a  street  with  820  ADT,  and  209  ADT  for  a  street  with  1 ,081  ADT.  According  to  TIRE'S 
developer,  these  would  be  the  values  which  would  have  to  be  exceeded  before  an  impact  became  noticeable. 

Source:  DKS  Associates  and  Donald  K.  Goodrich 


The  TIRE  methodology  has  other  limitations  which  include  the  following: 

•  It  does  not  consider  the  time  of  day  when  traffic  occurs.  Noise  studies,  for  example,  weight  events  which 
occur  during  the  "sleeping"  hours  of  10:00  PM  to  6:00  AM  more  heavily  than  those  occurring  at  other  hours. 

•  It  does  not  consider  the  peaking  characteristics  of  traffic.  For  example,  a  street  with  an  ADT  of  2,000 
cars  per  day  would  be  treated  the  same  if  1 00  or  400  cars  travelled  the  street  during  the  peak  hour. 

•  It  does  not  account  for  the  sensitivity  of  residents  along  the  street  (young  and  old),  as  suggested  by 
Buchanan. 

•  It  does  not  take  street  grades  into  account.  Low  volumes  on  steep  streets  can  be  annoying  because  of 
engine  and  brake  noises  and  because  of  the  difficulty  of  stopping  in  the  downhill  direction. 

•  It  does  not  account  for  the  percentage  of  tmcks  and  heavy  vehicles  in  the  traffic  stream. 

•  It  does  not  account  for  factors  affecting  noise,  such  as  setbacks  of  homes  from  the  street  or  whether 
residents  have  open  windows  facing  the  street. 
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Vehicular  Levels  of  Service  at  Signalized  Intersections 


Level  of 
Service 

A 
B 
C 

D 

E 
F 

a/ 

Source: 


Volume/Capacity 

Description  (V/C)  Ratw  a/ 

Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  Less  than  0  60 

intersection  appears  quite  open  and  open  and  turning  movements  are 
made  easily.  Little  Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.  No  vehicles 
wait  longer  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.  Traffic 
operation  generally  can  be  described  as  excellent. 

Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  0  61-0  70 

intersection  occasionally  is  used  fully  and  some  delays  may  be 
encountered.  Many  drivers  begin  to  feel  somewhat  restricted  within 
groups  of  vehicles.  The  traffic  operation  generally  can  be  descnbed 
as  very  good. 

Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  0  71  -0  80 

intersection  often  is  used  fully  and  back-ups  may  occur  behind 

turning  vehicles.  Most  drivers  feel  somewhat  restncted  but  not 

objectionably  so.  The  driver  occasionally  may  have  to  wait  more 

than  one  red  traffic  indication.  The  traffic  operation  generally 

can  be  described  as  good. 

Level  of  Service  D  descnbes  a  condition  of  increasing  restriction  0  81-0.90 

causing  substantial  delays  and  queues  of  vehicles  on  approaches  to 

the  intersection  during  short  times  within  the  peak  period. 

However,  there  are  enough  signal  cydes  with  lower  demand  such 

that  queues  are  cleared  periodically,  Onus  preventing  excessive 

back-ups.  The  ti-affic  operation  generally  can  be  described  as  fair. 

Capacity  occurs  at  Level  of  Service  E.  It  represents  the  most  0  91-1  00 

vehicles  that  any  particular  intersection  can  accommodate.  At 
capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting  upstream  of 
the  intersection,  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several  signal 
cycles.  The  ti-affic  operation  generally  can  be  descnbed  as  poor. 

Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.  Back-ups  from  1.01+ 

locations  downstream  or  on  the  cross  street  may  restnct  or  prevent 

movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach  under  consideration. 

Hence,  volumes  of  vehicles  passing  through  the  intersection  vary  from 

signal  cycle  to  signal  cycle.  Because  of  the  jammed  condDon,  ttiis 

volume  would  be  less  than  capacity. 


Capadty  is  defined  as  Level  of  Service  E. 


San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Worlds,  Traffic  Division,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  from  Highway 

Capacity  Manual,  Highway  Research  Board,  1965. 
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APPENDIX  C 

Noise  ^ 

Fundamental  Concepts  of  Environmental  Acoustics 

Noise  is  defined  as  unwanted  sound.  Airborne  sound  is  a  rapid  fluctuation  of  air  pressure  above  and  below 
atmospheric  pressure.  Sound  levels  usually  are  measured  in  decibels  (dB)  with  0  dB  corresponding  roughly  to 
the  threshold  of  hearing.  Decibels  and  other  technical  terms  are  defined  in  Table  A-3. 

Most  of  the  sounds  which  we  hear  in  the  environment  do  not  consist  of  a  single  frequency  but  rather  a  broad 
band  of  frequencies  with  each  frequency  differing  in  sound  level.  The  intensities  of  each  frequency  add 
together  to  generate  a  sound.  The  method  commonly  used  to  quantify  environmental  sounds  consists  of  evaluating 
all  of  the  frequencies  of  a  sound  in  accordance  with  a  weighting  which  reflects  the  fact  that  human  hearing  is 
less  sensitive  at  low  frequencies  and  extremely  high  frequencies  than  in  the  frequency  mid-range.  This  is 
called  "A"  weighting,  and  the  decibel  level  so  measured  is  called  the  A-weighted  sound  level  (dBA).  In 
practice,  the  level  of  a  sound  source  is  conveniently  measured  using  a  sound  level  meter  which  includes  an 
electrical  filter  corresponding  to  the  A-weighting  curve.  Typical  A-levels  measured  in  the  environment  and  in 
industry  are  shown  in  Table  A-4  for  different  types  of  noise. 

Although  the  A-weighted  noise  level  may  adequately  indicate  the  level  of  environmental  noise  at  any  instant  in 
time,  community  noise  levels  vary  continuously.  Most  environmental  noise  includes  a  conglomeration  of  noise 
from  distance  sources  which  create  a  relatively  steady  background  noise  in  which  no  particular  source  is 
identifiable.  To  describe  the  time-varying  character  of  environmental  noise,  the  statistical  noise 
descriptors,  L-iq,  L50,  and  Lgg  commonly  are  used.  They  are  the  A-weighted  noise  levels  equalled  or  exceeded 
during  10%,  50%,  and  90%  of  a  stated  time  period.  A  single-number  descriptor  called  the  Lgq  also  is  widely 
used.  The  Lgq  is  the  average  A-weighted  noise  level  during  a  stated  period  of  time. 

In  determining  the  daily  level  of  environmental  noise,  it  is  important  to  account  for  the  difference  in 

response  of  people  to  daytime  and  nighttime  noises.  During  the  nighttime,  exterior  background  noise  generally 

are  lower  than  the  daytime  levels.  However,  most  household  noise  also  decreases  at  night,  and  exterior  noise 

becomes  very  noticeable.  Further,  most  people  sleep  at  night  and  are  very  sensitive  to  noise  intrusion.  To 

account  for  human  sensitivity  to  nighttime  noise  levels,  a  descriptor,  L^n  (day-night  average  sound  level),  was 

developed.  The  L^n  divides  the  24-hour  day  into  the  daytime  of  7:00  AM  to  10:00  PM  and  the  nighttime  of  10:00 

PM  to  7:00  AM.  The  nighttime  noise  level  is  weighted  ten  decibels  higher  than  the  daytime  noise  level. 

Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level  (CNEL)  is  another  24-hour  average  which  includes  both  an  evening  and  nighttime 

weighting. 

The  effects  of  noise  on  people  and  be  listed  in  three  general  categories: 

•  Subjective  effects  of  annoyance,  nuisance,  dissatisfaction. 

•  Interference  with  activities  such  as  speech,  sleep,  learning. 

•  Physiological  effects  such  as  startling,  hearing  loss. 

The  levels  associated  with  environmental  noise,  in  almost  every  case,  produce  effects  in  the  first  two 
categories.  Workers  in  industrial  plants  can  experience  noise  in  the  last  category.  Unfortunately,  there  is 
as  yet  no  completely  satisfactory  way  to  measure  the  subjective  effects  of  noise  or  of  the  corresponding 
reactions  of  annoyance  and  dissatisfaction.  This  primarily  is  because  of  the  wide  variation  in  individual 
thresholds  of  annoyance  and  habituation  to  noise  over  differing  individual  past  experiences  with  noise. 


Appendix  C  prepared  by  lllingworth  &  Rodkin,  Inc. 
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Thus,  an  important  way  of  determining  a  person's  subjective  reaction  to  a  new  noise  is  the  comparison  of  the 
existing  environment  to  which  one  has  adapted:  the  so-called  "ambient".  In  general,  the  more  a  new  noise 
exceeds  the  previously  existing  ambient  noise  level,  the  less  acceptable  the  new  noise  will  be  judged  by  the 
hearers. 

With  regard  to  increases  in  A-weighted  noise  level,  knowledge  of  the  following  relationships  will  be  helpful 
in  understanding  this  report. 

•  Except  in  carefully  controlled  laboratory  experiments,  a  change  of  one  decibel  cannot  be  perceived. 

•  Outside  of  the  laboratory,  a  three-decibel  change  is  considered  a  just-perceivable  difference. 

•  A  change  in  level  of  at  least  five  decibels  is  required  before  any  noticeable  change  in  community  response 
would  be  expected. 

•  A  ten-decibel  change  is  subjectively  heard  as  approximately  a  doubling  in  loudness  and  would  almost 
certainly  cause  an  adverse  change  in  community  response. 
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TABLE  A-3 
Definition  of  Acoustical  Terms 


Term 


Definition 


Decibel, 
dB 


Frequency, 
Hz 


A  unit  describing  the  amplitude  of  sound,  equal  to  20  times  the  logarithm  to  the  base  10  of  the 
ratio  of  the  pressure  of  the  sound  measured  to  the  reference  pressure,  which  is  20  micropascals 
(20  micronewtons  per  square  meter). 

The  number  of  complete  pressure  fluctuations  per  second  above  and  below  atmospheric  pressure. 


A- Weighted 
Sound  Level, 
dBA 


LlO'  "-so-  "-so 


The  sound  pressure  level  in  decibels  as  measured  on  a  sound  level  meter  using  the  A-weighting 
filter  network.  The  A-weighting  filter  deemphasizes  the  very  lower  and  very  high  frequency 
components  of  the  sound  in  a  manner  similar  to  the  frequency  response  of  the  human  ear  and 
correlates  well  with  subjective  reactions  to  noise.  All  sound  levels  in  this  report  are  A- 
weighted. 

The  A-weighted  noise  levels  which  are  exceeded  10%,  50%,  and  90%  of  the  time  during  the 
measurement  period. 


Equivalent 
Noise  Level, 

^eq 

Community 
Noise 
Equivalent 
Level,  CNEL 


The  average  A-weighted  noise  level  during  the  measurement  period. 


The  average  A-weighted  noise  level  during  a  24-hour  day,  obtained  after  addition  of  five 
decibels  to  levels  in  the  evening  from  7:00  PM  to  10  PM  and  after  addition  of  ten  decibels  to 
sound  levels  in  the  night  between  10:00  Pf\^  and  7:00  AM. 


Day-Night 
Noise  Level, 

•-dn 

Ambient  Noise 
Level 

Intrusive 


The  average  A-weighted  noise  level  during  a  24-hour  day,  obtained  after  addition  of  ten 
decibels  to  levels  measured  in  the  night  between  10:00  PM  and  7:00  AM. 


The  composite  of  noise  from  all  sources  near  and  far.  The  normal  or  existing  level  of 
environmental  noise  at  a  given  location. 

That  noise  which  intnjdes  over  and  above  the  existing  ambient  noise  at  a  given  location.  The 
relative  intrusiveness  of  a  sound  depends  on  its  amplitude,  duration,  frequency,  and  time  of 
occurrence  and  tonal  or  informational  content  as  well  as  prevailing  ambient  noise  level. 
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TABLE  A-4 

Typical  Sound  Levels  Measured  in  the  Environment  and  Industry 


At  a  Given  Distance 
From  Noise  Source 


Civil  Defense 
Siren  (100') 

Jet  Takeoff  (200') 


Pile  Driver  (50") 
Ambulance  Sired  (100') 

Freight  Cars  (50') 
Pneumatic  Drill  (50') 
Freeway  (100') 


Vacuum  Cleaner  (10") 

Light  Traffic  (100') 
Large  Transformer  (200') 


Soft  Whisper  (5') 


A-Weighted  Sound 
Level  in  Decibels 

140 

130 

120 

110 

100 

90 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 
0 


Noise  Environments 


Subjective 
Impression 


Rock  Music  Concert 


Boiler  Room 
Printing  Press  Plant 
In  Kitchen  with  Garbage 
Disposal  Running 


Data  Processing  Center 
Department  Store 
Private  Business  Office 


Quiet  Bedroom 
Recording  Studio 


Pain 

Threshold 


Very  Loud 


Moderately 
Loud 


Quiet 


Threshold  of  Hearing 
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